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CHAPTER  ONE 


INTRODUCTION  AND  BACKGROUND 


The  goals  of  this  San  Francisco  Congestion  Management  Program  document  are  as 
follows: 

Comply  with  state  and  regional  mandated  rules  to  insure  continued 
funding  eligibility  of  priority  transportation  projects; 

Reflect  the  coordination  of  land  use  and  transportation 
programming  decisions;  and 

Respond  to  the  transportation  performance  standards  of  the  regional  program 
for  attainment  of  air  quality  goals. 

I.  Legislative  Requirements 

The  requirements  for  a  Congestion  Management  Program  (CMP)  were  established  as 
part  of  a  bi-partisan  state  legislative  package,  known  as  the  Katz-Kopp-Baker-Campbell 
Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  Twenty-First  Century  (AB  471),  in  1989.  The  actual 
requirements  for  CMP's  became  effective  when  voters  approved  Proposition  111  on 
June  5,  1990.  Appendix  1  contains  a  copy  of  the  CMP  legislation,  created  in  Assembly 
Bill  471.  The  State  legislation  not  only  provided  for  increases  in  transportation  funding, 
but  also  made  significant  changes  in  the  requirements  for  state  transportation  planning 
and  programming  of  projects  to  be  funded  with  these  new  sources  of  revenue.  The 
goal  of  the  legislation  is  to  tie  transportation  funding  decisions  to  measurable  traffic 
congestion  relief,  land  use  decisions  and  their  impact  on  local  and  regional 
transportation  systems,  and  implementation  of  transportation  measures  to  meet  air 
quality  goals. 

II.  Impacts  for  Transportation  Programming 
A.  Summary  of  Changes 

Key  changes  due  to  implementation  of  the  CMP  requirements  include  the  following: 

Preparation  of  the  initial  CMP  and  annual  updates  are  prerequisites  for  eligibility 
for  state  gas  tax  revenues  which  are  critical  to  numerous  local  transit  projects,  the 
Embarcadero  Roadway,  and  other  transportation  projects. 

The  Transportation  Authority  at  the  local  level  and  the  MTC  at  the  regional  level 
have  been  empowered  to  make  determinations  concerning  CMP  consistency 
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which  affect  funding  eligibility. 

There  are  new  requirements  for  systematic  monitoring  of  traffic  conditions  on  the 
designated  roadway  network  and  an  associated  need  to  commit  additional 
resources  to  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  to  accomplish  this  ongoing 
set  of  tasks. 

A  citywide  Trip  Reduction  and  Travel  Demand  Ordinance  must  be  adopted  before 
fall  1992,  and  there  must  be  ongoing  commitment  to  subsequent  implementation. 

Changes  have  been  introduced  in  the  process  by  which  both  transit  and  traffic 
capital  projecs  become  eleigible  for  funding  with  the  inclusion  of  the  Capital 
Improvement  Program  in  the  CMP. 

This  revised  approach  to  transportation  funding  came  about  because  of  the  lack  of 
integrated  transportation  planning,  increasing  traffic  congestion,  deteriorating  air  quality 
and  the  cumulative  adverse  impact  on  the  state  economy  that  results  from  these 
conditions.  The  new  legislation  requires  the  preparation  of  a  CMP  which  addresses 
these  issues  in  an  integrated  manner  as  a  prerequisite  for  obtaining  project  funding  from 
new  State  funding  sources.  The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  has 
the  responsibility  under  the  legislation  to  review  and  make  certain  consistency  findings 
in  the  annual  CMP  submittals  for  the  Bay  Area.  The  programming  of  certain  funds  will 
require  MTC  concurrence  in  the  CMP.  These  funding  sources  include: 

1.  Local  subvention  funds:  If  counties  do  not  develop,  adopt  a  CMP  and  make  an 
annual  conformity  finding,  the  new  increment  of  local  subvention  funds  made  available 
through  the  increased  gas  tax  may  be  withheld. 

2.  Flexible  congestion  relief  and  urban  and  commuter  rail  funds:  These  funds  are 
programmed  through  the  regional  transportation  improvement  program  (RTIP).  In 
developing  the  RTIP,  the  (MTC)  must  choose  from  projects  in  the  CMP  capital 
improvement  program.  Therefore,  inclusion  of  projects  for  these  funding  sources 
requires  that  they  first  be  included  in  the  CMP. 

3.  Traffic  system  management  funds:  Projects  that  are  included  in  the  capital 
improvement  program  of  the  approved  CMP  receive  first  priority  for  Traffic  System 
Management  funds,  progammed  annually  by  Caltrans. 

B.  Relationship  of  CMP  to  Other  Programming  Requirements 

The  preparation  and  implementation  of  CMP's  are  closely  tied  to  the  following  existing 
planning  and  programming  requirements  in  the  region: 
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1.  Regional  Transportation  Plan:  The  CMP  is  instrumental  in  implementing  the  local 
portion  of  the  regional  transportation  plan  and  must  be  consistent  with  it.  MTC  will  also 
be  looking  for  consistency  between  other  CMP's  in  the  region.  MTC  will  make  these 
determinations  as  a  part  of  the  conformity  finding  for  the  CMP. 

2.  Regional  Transportation  Improvement  Program:  A  seven  year  transportation 
capital  program  must  be  included  in  the  CMP.  For  a  project  to  be  included  in  the  RTIP, 
it  must  be  included  in  the  capital  improvement  program  of  the  CMP.  MTC  intends  to 
draw  the  RTIP  program  of  projects  from  the  CMP. 

3.  City  of  San  Francisco  General  Plan:  The  City's  General  Plan,  especially  the  land 
use  and  transportation  elements,  provides  information  for  the  CMP  on  system  definition 
and  provides  general  information  on  transportation  demand  managment  measures  and 
land  use  and  development  impacts.  The  way  in  which  the  CMP  is  developed  and 
adopted  can  ultimatley  affect  the  policies  and  provisions  of  the  General  Plan;  however, 
the  law  does  not  require  that  the  CMP  be  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan. 

4.  Air  Quality  Attainment  Plans:  Regional  transportation  plans  are  required  by  federal 
law  to  conform  to  the  State  Implementation  Plan  to  achieve  air  quality  goals.  Since 
CMP's  are  required  to  be  consistent  with  the  regional  transportation  plan,  CMP's  will 
conform  with  the  provisions  of  the  State  Implementation  Plan.  In  addition,  the  CMP 
document  will  reflect  integration  of  the  proposed  transportation  control  measures 
(TCM's)  in  the  draft  Bay  Area  '91  Clean  Air  Plan  for  meeting  State  requirements. 

III.  Compliance  With  CMP  Requirements 

The  preparation  of  this  document  is  intended  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  all  of  the 
requirements  of  the  law  and  to  respond  to  all  applicable  regional  and  state  guidance  for 
congestion  management.  Discussed  below  is  a  summary  of  the  requirements  of  the  law 
and  the  way  in  which  the  San  Francisco  City  and  County  actions  meet  those 
requirements: 

A.  Designation  of  CMP  agency:  The  County  Board  of  Supervisors  must  designate 
either  a  new  or  existing  public  agency  as  the  entity  responsible  for  development  and 
implementation  of  a  county-wide  CMP.  On  November  6, 1990,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
designated  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (Transportation  Authority) 
as  the  CMP  agency  for  the  County.  The  Transportation  Authority  is  a  special  purpose 
government  agency,  created  on  November  7, 1989,  with  the  passage  of  a  1/2  cent  sales 
tax  increase  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  fund  transportation  projects  for 
the  City.  The  Transportation  Authority  Board  of  Directors  consists  of  the  eleven 
members  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors,  acting  as  Commissioners. 
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B.  Publish  annual  CMP  report  with  the  following  elements: 


1.  Roadway  and  highway  network 

2.  Traffic  level  of  service  (LOS)  standards  and  methodology  for  monitoring 

3.  Transit  service  standards 

4.  Trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  element 

5.  Land  use  impact  analysis  methodology 

6.  Seven-year  multi-modal  capital  improvement  program 

The  format  of  this  document  follows  the  MTC  guidance  published  December  26,  1990, 
with  a  separate  chapter  devoted  to  each  of  the  required  elements.  Appendix  2  contains 
the  MTC  guidance.  Development  of  the  document  has  been  a  joint  effort  of  an  informal 
CMP  task  force,  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  responsible  for  the  major  portion 
of  the  work.  City  departments  worked  closely  together  to  develop  the  approach  and 
content  of  the  program  and  the  work  has  been  completed  without  consultant  assistance. 
The  Transportation  Authority  staff  has  been  responsible  for  general  coordination, 
preparation  of  the  capital  program  and  final  draft  document. 

C.  Compliance  and  monitoring  responsibilities: 

1.  CMP  Responsibilities  -  The  Transportation  Authority  as  the  CMP  agency  must  make 
an  annual  conformity  determination  that  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  in 
compliance  with  the  program.  Our  task  in  San  Francisco  is  more  straightforward  than 
in  other  multi-jurisdictional  counties,  since  the  City  and  County  are  merged.  However, 
this  determination  will  consist  of  deciding  whether  departments  are  conforming  to  the 
commitments  made  in  the  congestion  management  program.  The  finding  will  be  made 
this  fiscal  year  by  the  Transportation  Authority's  Commissioners  in  the  adoption  of  the 
final  CMP. 

2.  Regional  Responsibilities  -  MTC  must  make  a  finding  of  consistency  between  the 
CMP  and  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP),  the  CMP  and  the  regional  Bay  Area 
Clean  Air  Plan,  and  will  use  the  projects  included  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Program 
(CiP)  of  the  CMP  as  Input  for  projects  to  be  included  in  the  Regional  Transportation 
improvement  Program  (RTIP).  San  Francisco  policies  and  practices  which  contribute 
to  regional  air  quality  goals  are  discussed  along  with  trip  reduction  strategies  in  Chapter 
Seven. 

IV.  Congestion  Management  Issues  -  Statement  of  the  Problem 

San  Francisco  has  a  rather  lengthy  history  of  managing  travel  demand,  especially  with 
respect  to  the  the  control  of  auto  access  to  the  downtown  during  peak  commute  times. 
Many  of  the  programs  and  regulations  described  in  the  following  chapters  have  been 
in  place  over  the  last  fifteen  years  and  have  allowed  significant  growth  in  downtown 
density  without  significant  deterioriation  in  traffic  levels  of  service  for  downtown  streets. 
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This  is  largely  due  to  implementation  of  transportation  demand  and  land  use 
development  measures  which  are  discussed  in  Chapters  Six  and  Seven  of  this 
document. 

A  review  of  the  forecasts  from  the  MTC  regional  model  (included  in  Databook  #3,  San 
Francisco)  published  in  April  1991,  shows  that  even  with  the  success  in  managing  travel 
demand,  especially  commuter  demand  into  the  City,  there  are  levels  of  congestion 
which  warrant  concern.  While  the  MTC  data  may  overestimate  the  system  level  of 
roadway  congestion,  these  travel  demand  forecasts  serve  as  a  starting  point  for  the 
understanding  the  extent  and  severity  of  congestion  in  San  Francisco. 

The  regional  forecasts  show  no  dramatic  increase  in  overall  congestion  in  the  City 
between  now  and  the  year  2000.  Vehicle  miles  travelled  (VMT)  in  facilities  with  Volume- 
to-Capacity  (V/C)  ratios  of  1.00  to  1.25  are  projected  to  increase  by  8%,  while  for  those 
facilities  with  V/C  ratios  over  1 .25,  the  VMT  is  projected  to  decrease  by  6.3%.  V/C  ratios 
that  exceed  1.00  are  typically  considered  Level-of-Service  (LOS)  "E"  or  "F".  In  addition, 
the  forecasts  show  little  change  in  freeway  congestion  between  1987  and  the  year  2000; 
the  percentage  of  freeway  travel  at  level  of  service  E-F  is  just  above  50%  for  both  years. 
Therefore,  compliance  with  congestion  management  requirements  to  keep  congestion 
from  worsening  for  the  roadway  network  should  be  attainable. 

However,  there  is  concern  that  such  a  significant  percentage  (38.4%)  of  the  current  and 
projected  peak  hour  travel  occurs  on  roadways  that  have  a  V/C  greater  than  1 .00.  The 
projected  percentage  is  higher  than  the  regional  average  of  32.1%,  a  situation  that  is  not 
surprising  for  the  most  densely  developed  County  in  the  region.  It  is  probable  that  as 
we  develop  better  data  collection  and  monitoring,  this  projection  will  be  revised 
downward.  As  a  result  of  improved  monitoring  data,  we  will  certainly  have  a  much 
better  picture  of  where  the  congestion  is  occuring  and  whether  implemetation  of  site 
specific  mitigation  produces  measurable  improvement. 

Based  on  the  information  now  available  about  the  nature  of  the  problem,  the  primary 
goal  of  the  congestion  management  program  in  San  Francisco  will  be  to  maintain  the 
level  of  transit  service  to  insure  that  choice  in  travel  mode  is  limited  for  the  automobile 
,and  available  for  the  transit  or  carpool  patron.  In  addition,  since  the  remaining  market 
share  available  for  transit  may  be  small,  we  need  to  improve  those  congested  roadway 
segments  and  intersections  to  insure  that  the  mitigation  keeps  pace  with  the  projected 
vehicle  loading  of  autos  and  transit  vehicles.  This  will  require  a  program  that  continues 
to  be  heavily  oriented  to  transit  reinvestment,  with  new  service  proposed  in  redeveloping 
areas,  but  also  one  which  does  not  neglect  street  and  roadway  reinvestment.  These 
projects  will  be  necessary  to  insure  that  the  current  level  of  congestion  does  not  worsen. 
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V.  Coordination  and  Public  Input 


Coordination  of  the  draft  document  in  various  stages  has  been  accomplished  with  iVITC, 
Caltrans  District  4,  and  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  The  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee  to  the  Transportation  Authority  will  also  review  the  draft  document. 
Adoption  of  the  draft  CMP  document  is  expected  by  the  Transportation  Authority  in  mid 
July.  A  public  hearing  will  be  held  prior  to  adoption  of  the  final  program.  Approval  of 
a  final  document  is  scheduled  to  occur  in  September  1991,  and  should  occur  no  later 
than  October  1991 ,  so  that  we  meet  the  State  established  deadline  of  November  1 , 1991 
for  submittal  of  a  final  program. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 
CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  ROADWAY  NETWORK 


The  CMP  state  legislation  mandates  that  each  county's  designated  transportation 
agency  shall  establish  an  appropriate  network  of  highways  and  roadways.  The 
legislation  does  prescribe  that  each  county's  network  "shall  include  at  a  minimum  all 
state  highways  and  principal  arterials."  (Section  65089. (b)(1) (A))  The  initial  CMP 
network  can  be  expanded  in  the  future  with  additional  roadways,  but  no  jurisdiction  is 
permitted  to  remove  a  designated  roadway  from  its  CMP  network.  Each  county  is  also 
required  to  regularly  monitor  traffic  level  of  service  conditions  on  each  roadway 
designated  in  its  CMP  network. 

San  Francisco's  CMP  roadway  network  (shown  in  Figure  1)  is  consistent  with  state 
requirements.  All  highways  and  streets  designated  as  state  facilities  are  included.  State 
freeways  include  Interstate  80,  Interstate  280,  and  US  101.  Several  streets  are  also 
designated  as  state  roads.  These  include  the  following  sets  of  streets: 

US  1 01  -  Richardson  Avenue,  Lombard  Street  west  of  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  Van 
Ness  between  Lombard  Street  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue; 

Route  1  -  Park  Presidio  Boulevard,  19th  Avenue  ,  and  Junipero  Serra  Boulevard 
south  of  19th  Avenue; 

Route  35  -  Sloat  Boulevard  between  19th  Avenue  and  Skyline  Boulevard  as  well 
as  Skyline  Boulevard. 

The  CMP  statute  does  not  provide  a  definition  of  "principal  areterials"  that  must  be 
included  in  the  network.  San  Francisco  has  defined  these  as  the  Major  Thoroughfares 
designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  Master  Plan.  Major 
Thoroughfares  are  defined  as  follows: 

"cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  city 
and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways;  these  are  routes  generally  of 
city  wide  significance;  of  varying  capacity  depending  on  the  travel  demand  for  the 
specific  direction  and  adjacent  land  uses." 

The  only  differences  between  the  CMP  arterial  network  and  the  Master  Plan's  Major 
Thoroughfare  network  are  streets  whose  appropriate  role  in  the  hierarchy  of  City  streets 
will  be  reassessed  in  the  update  of  the  Transportation  Element  which  Is  expected  to  be 
completed  in  1992. 
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Rgure  1 

Congestion  Management  Plan  Network 
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Several  additional  thoroughfares  -  Market  Street,  Mission  Street,  Sutter  Street,  outer 
Geary  Boulevard,  and  portions  of  Turk  Street  -  have  also  been  included  in  the  CMP 
roadway  network  which  experience  serious  conflicts  between  auto  traffic  and  high 
volumes  of  transit  service.  Selected  arterials  with  significant  conflicts  between  autos  and 
transit  have  been  included  because  projects  such  as  transit  signal  preemptions  at 
intersections  may  be  developed  for  CMP  roadway  funding  to  reduce  delays  to  transit 
vehicles. 

San  Francisco's  CMP  roadway  network  is  broadly  consistent  with  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission's  (MTC)  1991  proposed  revisions  to  the  Regional 
Transportation  Plan.  MTC  has  proposed  a  regional  network  of  roadways,  transit 
corridors  and  transfer  points,  identified  as  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS) 
which  meet  nine  specified  criteria.  The  state  highways  and  Major  Thoroughfares 
designated  in  San  Francisco's  CMP  roadway  network  are  all  included  in  the  regional 
MTS  network.  There  are  a  few  instances  in  which  the  local  CMP  roadway  network  is  not 
identical  to  the  regional  MTS  network  due  to  differences  in  the  criteria  used  to  define 
each  network.  San  Francisco's  CMP  roadway  network  and  its  component  of  the  MTS 
network  both  incorporate  regional  connectivity  with  the  anticipated  CMP  networks  of 
adjacent  counties. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  ROADWAY  MONITORING 


The  previous  Chapter  described  the  CMP  roadway  network  and  the  criteria  for  inclusion 
of  certain  elements.  This  Chapter  outlines  the  planned  activities  and  methods  for 
monitoring  this  system. 

I.  Background 

CMP  legislation  requires  each  urban  county  to  establish  and  monitor  the  performance 
of  its  designated  network  of  highways  and  arterials  through  traffic  level  of  service  (LOS) 
standards.  Traffic  LOS  is  typically  evaluated  in  terms  of  the  volume  of  vehicles  handled 
compared  to  facility  capacity  or  by  comparisons  of  relative  vehicle  speed  or  delay.  LOS 
is  generally  quantified  in  terms  of  letter  designations  from  A  to  F,  with  LOS  of  A 
representing  the  best  operating  conditions  and  LOS  of  F  the  worst.  CMP  guidelines 
prescribe  choices  between  several  analytical  methods  for  the  calculation  of  traffic  LOS 
but  allow  flexibility  to  best  fit  local  conditions.  Each  Congestion  Management  Agency 
is  empowered  to  establish  traffic  LOS  standards  which  reflect  local  policies  provided  that 
the  following  minimum  standards  are  met: 

"In  no  case  shall  the  LOS  standards  established  be  below  the  level  of  service  E 
or  the  current  level,  whichever  is  farthest  from  level  of  service  A,  except  where  a 
segment  or  intersection  had  been  designated  as  deficient  and  a  deficiency  plan 
has  been  adopted." 

II.  Level  of  Service  Standards 

The  traffic  LOS  standard  for  San  Francisco  is  consistent  with  CMP  mandated  criteria  and 
is  established  at  E  except  for  facilities  which  already  operate  at  LOS  of  F.  San 
Francisco's  approach  to  traffic  LOS  monitoring  is  tailored  to  the  operational 
characteristics  and  jurisdictional  responsibilities  for  different  transportation  facilities. 
These  differences  are  reflected  in  the  different  analytical  approaches  applied  to  measure 
the  performance  of  freeways  compared  to  major  arterials. 

A.  Freeways 

US101,  Interstate  80,  and  Interstate  280  are  the  principal  components  of  the  local  state 
freeway  system.  Each  of  these  freeways  also  serves  as  a  primary  gateway  for  inter- 
county  travel  to  and  from  San  Francisco.  Traffic  volumes  relative  to  highway  capacity 
for  screenlines  at  the  county  borders  are  established  as  the  appropriate  method  for 
traffic  LOS  monitoring  for  these  freeways.  Volume  to  capacity  ratios  at  these  county 
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screenlines  are  the  basis  for  determination  of  traffic  LOS  for  these  freeways.  This 
approach  is  consistent  with  the  methodology  used  in  the  Mission  Bay  FEIR.  which 
provides  1985  data  for  establishing  the  base  year  conditions  at  these  screenlines. 

The  Transportation  Authority  will  assume  responsibility  for  monitoring  freeway  LOS 
performance  only  to  the  extent  that  the  California  Department  of  Transportation 
(Caltrans)  makes  updated  current  volume  data  available.  It  is  expected  that  volume 
data  for  Interstate  80  at  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza  will  continue  to  be  made  available 
through  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission.  It  is  also  expected  that  volume 
data  for  US101  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  plaza  will  continue  to  be  made  available 
on  a  regular  basis  through  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway,  and  Transportation 
District.  The  morning  peak  period  and  peak  direction  of  travel  are  to  be  monitored  as 
inbound  to  San  Francisco  fare  payment  allows  more  accurate  enumeration  than 
outbound  travel.  Responsibility  for  regular  and  timely  provision  of  actual  volume  counts 
for  US101  and  Interstate  280  at  the  San  Mateo  County  screenlines  rests  with  Caltrans. 

In  general,  all  data  gathering  associated  with  the  monitoring  of  the  freeways  within  the 
county  limits  is  assumed  to  be  the  responsibility  of  Caltrans  and  other  identified 
agencies.  In  its  role  as  the  state  agency  responsible  for  these  freeway  facilities,  Caltrans 
may  develop  data  to  support  its  own  application  of  freeway  segment  or  freeway  ramp 
LOS  analyses  to  measure  congestion.  The  monitoring  effort  and  determination  of 
compliance  with  local  CMP  freeway  LOS  standards  by  the  Transportation  Authority  will 
be  limited  to  analysis  of  volume  to  capacity  relationships  at  the  specified  county 
screenlines.  State  CMP  legislation  vests  authority  concerning  how  to  achieve  local 
goals  in  each  county's  designated  CMP  agency.  The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  has 
an  established  policy  to  generally  discourage  freeway  capacity  increases  as  follows: 

The  existing  vehicular  capacity  of  the  bridges,  highways  and  freeways 
entering  the  city  should  not  be  increased  and  should  be  reduced  where 
possible  (Transportation  Element,  Objective  5,  Policy  3). 

Because  of  this  policy,  reduction  of  congestion  or  the  alleviation  of  adverse  freeway  LOS 
conditions  is  to  be  achieved  primarily  through  transportation  demand  management  and 
,  transit  service  improvements,  rather  than  construction  projects  which  increase  capacity. 

B.  Arterials 

Arterials  designated  in  San  Francisco's  CMP  network  include  the  following  three 
groups  of  streets: 

segments  of  state  routes  which  operate  on  City  streets; 

major  thoroughfares  identified  in  the  City's  General  Plan; 
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other  major  streets  with  significant  conflicts  between  automobile  traffic  and 
high  volumes  of  transit  service. 

These  three  groups  of  City  streets  form  the  backbone  of  San  Francisco's  arterial 
network.  The  operation  of  these  arterials  is  controlled  through  an  interconnected  set 
of  signalized  intersections.  The  overall  performance  of  each  arterial  is  best  evaluated 
through  analysis  of  segments  of  each  roadway.  The  "Urban  and  Suburban  Arterials" 
methodology  of  the  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (Chapter  11)  has  been  selected  to 
evaluate  San  Francisco  arterials.  This  methodology  measures  average  travel  speed  for 
each  arterial  segment.  Consistency  with  San  Francisco's  LOS  of  E  standard  can  be 
assessed  from  this  measurement  of  average  travel  speed.  Average  travel  speed  with 
the  arterial  analytical  method  can  be  calculated  through  either  direct  measurement  or 
by  a  mathematical  formula  which  accounts  for  the  effects  of  a  series  of  intersections 
along  an  arterial  segment.  Direct  field  measurement  will  be  the  method  used  to 
establish  and  monitor  arterial  LOS  conditions. 

There  is  no  comprehensive  current  inventory  of  existing  LOS  conditions  for  each  of  the 
arterials  designated  in  the  CMP  network.  All  arterial  segments  which  are  found  to 
initially  operate  at  LOS  of  E  or  better  will  need  to  be  maintained  in  the  future  at  this  San 
Francisco  LOS  standard  or  will  have  to  be  addressed  in  a  CMP  deficiency  plan. 
Available  LOS  analyses  and  the  collective  knowledge  of  City  transportation  staff  have 
been  used  to  initially  identify  the  locations  of  existing  serious  congestion  (see  Figure  2). 
CMP  legislation  does  have  provisions  by  which  exceptions  to  the  LOS  of  E  standard  are 
allowed  wherever  pre-existing  LOS  of  F  can  be  documented  in  the  first  CMP  submittal. 
An  intensive  data  collection  effort  will  be  conducted  by  the  City's  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  during  Summer  1991,  targeted  to  the  arterials  identified  in  Figure  2  to 
establish  all  arterial  segments  with  pre-existing  LOS  F  conditions.  The  final  CMP  will 
include  the  designation  of  roadway  segments  in  the  network  which  are  operating  at  level 
of  service  F. 

In  the  coming  year,  monitoring  efforts  will  establish  baseline  conditions  for  the 
remainder  of  the  CMP  arterial  network.  Following  completion  of  the  full  inventory  of 
existing  LOS  conditions  for  the  entire  CMP  arterial  network,  each  facility  will  need  to  be 
regularly  monitored  in  the  future  to  satisfy  CMP  requirements  for  state  funding 
assistance.  Ongoing  regular  data  collection  will  be  needed  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  local  LOS  of  E  standard  for  each  designated  arterial.  Existing  measurements  of 
traffic  volumes  by  tube  counts  (mechanical  counters)  will  be  systematized  and  focused 
to  provide  data  for  the  CMP  arterial  network  at  regular  intervals.  The  frequency  of 
subsequent  vehicle  travel  speed  studies  will  reflect  a  two-tier  monitoring  program  based 
on  the  findings  of  the  initial  LOS  determinations.  Arterials  with  existing  poor  or 
unacceptable  LOS  of  D-F  will  be  monitored  by  vehicle  travel  speed  studies  over  a  two 
year  cycle.  Arterials  with  existing  good  or  fair  LOS  of  A-C  will  be  monitored  by  vehicle 
travel  speed  studies  over  a  longer  four  year  cycle,  unless  there  is  evidence  that  traffic 
volumes  may  have  increased  by  twenty  percent  or  more  over  the  baseline. 
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Regular  monitoring  of  designated  arterials  according  to  these  techniques  will  be 
supplemented  as  appropriate.  It  is  expected,  for  example,  that  improvements  identified 
as  capital  improvement  projects  will  warrant  detailed  examination  at  specific  affected 
intersections.  The  intersection  operations  techniques  of  the  1985  Highway  Capacity 
Manual  (Chapter  9)  may  be  used  for  analysis  of  improvement  projects  at  specific 
intersections.  Intersection  level  analysis  is  also  generally  utilized  in  the  assessment  of 
impacts  for  specific  development  proposals.  The  analytical  methods  in  these  cases 
would  be  according  to  the  City's  environmental  review  guidelines  as  described  in 
Chapter  Six,  Land  Use  Analysis. 

C.  Implementation 

The  county  departments  primarily  responsible  for  roadway  CMP  efforts  (the 
Transportation  Authority,  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  and  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic)  currently  are  not  sufficiently  staffed  to  fully  accomplish 
implementation  of  the  monitoring  program.  The  limited  level  of  detail  concerning 
baseline  conditions  reflects  the  existing  staffing  and  resource  constraints  affecting  these 
responsible  agencies.  Complete  documentation  of  existing  LOS  conditions,  even  in  the 
phased  approach  described,  and  continued  monitoring  which  is  required  to  qualify  for 
state  financial  assistance  for  transportation  projects  will  require  commitment  of 
substantial  supplemental  resources.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  which  will 
assume  primary  responsibility  for  most  of  the  data  collection  effort,  anticipates  a  need 
for  additional  staffing  as  follows: 

-  Traffic  Survey  Technician  services  (50%  time,  $20,000), 

-  a  full-time  Associate  Traffic  Engineer  ($75,000), 

-  Traffic  Engineer  services  (25%  time,  $50,000). 

The  total  personnel  costs  are  expected  to  be  in  the  order  of  $145,000  per  year  to  meet 
monitoring  responsibilities  in  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 

Equipment  needs  are  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $83,000,  a  one-time  expense  for 
the  coming  year.  For  conducting  the  tube  counts,  the  vehicle  travel  speed  studies,  and 
LOS  studies,  the  following  hardware  needs  to  be  purchased: 

-  upgrading  and  maintenance  of  solid  state  traffic  volume  counters 
and  ancillary  equipment  ($50,000); 

-  van  dedicated  to  CMP  vehicle  travel  speed  studies  ($25,000); 

-  two  lap  top  computers  and  software  ($6,000), 

-  mechanical  counters  for  turning  movement  counts  ($2,000). 

Budgeting  for  these  costs  for  FY91/92  is  in  process.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  State  gas 
subvention  funds  will  cover  the  costs  of  the  roadway  monitoring  program. 
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CHAPTER  FOUR 


TRANSIT  STANDARDS 

I.  Background 

The  requirement  for  the  CMP  to  contain  transit  standards  is  located  in  Section 
65089(b)(2)  of  the  law  which  specifies  that  standards  be  established  for  frequency  and 
routing  of  public  transit  and  for  the  coordination  of  transit  service  provided  by  separate 
operators  within  the  boundaries  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Transit 
standards  were  developed  for  the  CMP  by  city  staff  and  representatives  from  transit 
operators  that  provide  service  to  the  City.  These  operators  include  the  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Railway  (MUNI),  the  primary  provider  in  the  City,  Alameda  Contra  Costa 
Transit  (AC  Transit),  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART),  California  Department  of 
Transportation  or  Caltrans  (for  CalTrain),  Golden  Gate  Transit,  and  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  District  (SamTrans). 


II.  Transit  Coordination 

With  respect  to  the  coordination  requirements,  there  has  been  general  agreement 
among  all  the  transit  operators  in  the  Bay  area  to  use  the  same  standard.  In  response 
to  the  requirements  established  in  Senate  Bill  602,  MTC  is  required,  in  coordination  with 
the  Transit  Operators  Coordinating  Committee,  to  develop  rules  and  regulations  for  fare 
and  schedule  coordination  in  the  MTC  nine  county  region.  This  process,  commonly 
referred  to  as  the  SB602  process,  is  already  being  implemented  and  should  be  sufficient 
to  meet  the  intent  of  the  CMP  requirements  for  transit  coordination  in  the  region. 
Therefore,  as  long  as  MUNI  and  the  other  operators  in  the  City  are  considered  in 
compliance  with  the  SB602  process,  the  operators  and  their  services  will  be  considered 
in  conformance  with  the  CMP  coordination  standard. 


III.  Transit  Frequency  and  Coverage  Standards 

Given  below  is  a  summary  of  the  frequency  and  coverage  standards  for  each  transit 
operator  who  provides  services  in  the  City.  The  frequency  standards  are  indicated  in 
minutes  of  headways.  Since  MUNI  and  the  surburban  transit  operators  who  provide 
service  to  San  Francisco  operate  in  vastly  different  service  environments  and  their 
service  standards  reflect  these  differences,  it  is  unlikely  that  these  operators  will  decide 
to  merge  individual  standards  into  combined  multi-operator  frequency  standards.  The 
transit  standards  are  essentially  established  policy  and  in  most  cases  are  taken  from 
each  operator's  current  Short  Range  Transit  Plan. 
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MUNI 


Muni  Frequency  Standard: 

20-minute  maximum  headway  on  radial  and  crosstown  lines. 
30-minute  maximum  headway  on  community  and  feeder  lines. 


Muni  Coverage  Standard: 

Walking  distance  to  a  route  is  a  quarter  mile  or  less. 

AC  TRANSIT 

AC  Transit  Freouencv  Standard: 

Service  Type:  Peak         Mid-day     Night        Owl  Weekend/Holidays 

Transbay  Express  30 

Transbay  Basic  15  30  30 


AC  Standard  Coverage  Standard: 

AC  Transit  provides  two  levels  of  service  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  in  San  Francisco. 
Transbay  Express  provides  medium  to  high  frequency  peak-hour  service  between  San 
Francisco  and  selected  areas  of  the  District  where  there  is  demand  for  transit  services 
which  BART  cannot  meet.  Transbay  Basic  provides  direct  service  between  San 
Francisco  and  major  East  Bay  areas  that  are  not  well  served  by  BART;  the  service 
operates  all  day  at  a  medium  to  high  frequency  on  a  local  and/or  limited  stop  basis. 

BART 


BART  Freouencv  Standard: 


Concord 

Fremont 

Richmond 

Daly  City 

Daly  City 

Daly  City 

Weekday  Peak 

7.5 

11 

15 

Weekday  Mid-day 

15 

15 

15 

Weekday  Night 

20 

Saturday  Day 

20 

20 

20 

Saturday  Night 

20 

Sunday/Holiday  all  day 

20 
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BART  Coverage  Standard: 


BART  rail  service  is  provided  between  the  hours  of  4  a.m.  and  1:30  am.  Monday 
through  Friday,  6  a.m.  to  1:30  am.  on  Saturdays,  and  8  am.  to  1:30  am.  on  Sundays 
and  major  holidays.  Closings  for  individual  stations  are  timed  with  the  schedule  for  the 
last  train  beginning  at  approximately  midnight. 

BART  has  eight  stations  in  San  Francisco:  Four  spaced  a  half  mile  apart  on  Market 
Street  and  four  at  variable  distances  in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  City. 


CALTRAIN 

CalTrain  Frequency  Standard: 

30-minute  headways  during  the  peak 
2  hour  headways  off-peak 


CalTrain  Coverage  Standard: 

The  CalTrain  system  operates  on  a  46.9  mile  route  between  San  Francisco  and  San 
Jose.  There  are  26  stations  in  the  16  cities  that  CalTrain  serves,  including  four  in  San 
Francisco.  Stations  are  spaced  between  1.0  and  4.1  miles  apart. 


GOLDEN  GATE  TRANSIT 

Golden  Gate  Freguencv  Standard: 

Service  Type: 

Commute  Bus 
Basic  Service  Biis 
Larkspur  Ferry 
Sausalito  Ferry 


Peak 

Base 

15 

30 

60 

30 

2  hrs. 

75 

75 

Golden  Gate  Coverage  Standard: 

Commute  bus  routes  operate  weekdays,  in  the  peak  travel  direction,  between  residential 
areas  in  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties  and  the  San  Francisco  Finance  District  and  Civic 
Center. 
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Basic  service  routes  operate  all  day,  seven  days  a  week,  between  the  Transbay 
Terminal  and  Civic  Center  in  San  Francisco  and  various  suburban  centers  within  Marin 
and  Sonoma  Counties. 

The  Sausalito  Ferry  operates  with  one  boat  and  can  only  provide  service  as  quickly  as 
it  can  travel  back  and  forth  between  Sausalito  and  San  Francisco,  usually  an  hour  and 
a  half. 

SAMTRANS 

SamTrans  Freauencv  Standard: 

Service  Type:  Peak  Base 

Commute  Bus  30 

Basic  Service  Bus  -  60 


SamTrans  Coveraoe  Standard 

1 .  Serve  each  city  within  San  Mateo  County  with  at  least  one  bus  route. 

2.  Maintain  bus  service  within  the  following  regional  corridors: 
o  Highway  82  (El  Camino  Real) 

o  Highway  92  (San  Mateo  Bridge) 
o  Highway  101 

o  Highway  1  north  of  Half  Moon  Bay 

3.  Maintain  bus  feeder  service  to  CalTrain  stations  located  within  San  Mateo  County 
at  current  levels  (FY  1990/91). 

4.  Maintain  bus  feeder  service  to  the  Daly  City  BART  station  at  current  levels  (FY 
1990/91). 
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CHAPTER  FIVE 


DATA  BASE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAVEL  DEMAND  FORECASTING 

I.  Background 

Section  65089(c)  of  the  CMP  legislation  requires  that  the  CMA,  in  consultation  with  the 
regional  transportation  planning  agency,  cities,  and  the  county,  develop  a  uniform  data 
base  on  traffic  impacts  for  use  in  a  county-wide  transportation  computer  model.  The 
purpose  of  this  requirement  is  to  guide  the  congestion  management  decision  making 
process  in  identifying  the  most  effective  balance  of  transportation  programs  and  projects 
which  maintain  level  of  service  standards.  This  includes  the  consideration  of  benefits 
of  transit  service  and  transportation  demand  management  programs,  as  well  as  projects 
for  relief  of  congestion  on  the  highway  and  arterial  system. 

In  deciding  on  the  approach  to  be  used  in  San  Francisco  to  meet  these  CMP 
requirements,  the  following  considerations  were  most  pertinent: 

A.  The  nature  of  the  land  use  and  transportation  decisions  to  be  made  in  the  San 
Francisco  built-out  environment  are  smaller  scale  and  much  more  incremental  in  nature 
than  in  developing  surburban  counties. 

B.  While  conventional  computer  forecasting  models  are  useful  in  regional  analysis,  for 
small  area  analysis,  other  computer  and  non-computer  analytical  methods  can  be  used 
efficiently  determine  land  use  impacts  on  the  transportation  system. 

C.  Whatever  database  and  modeling  application  developed,  there  must  be  compatibility 
and  consistency  with  the  regional  MTC  model. 

D.  Resource  constraints  are  a  real  consideration;  no  dedicated  source  of  funding  has 
been  identified  for  the  preparation  or  maintenance  of  a  comprehensive  county  wide 
travel  demand  model. 

E.  The  City's  transit  first  policy  guides  programming  decisions  in  those  situations  where 
multimodal  trade-offs  in  programming  would  normally  be  made. 

II.  Recommended  Travel  Demand  Approach 

Given  the  above  considerations  and  constraints,  the  Transportation  Authority  has 
decided  to  utilize  a  combination  of  regional  model  applications  and  local/small  area 
analytical  techniques  to  meet  the  CMP  database  and  forecasting  requirements. 
Therefore,  the  methods  used  In  the  land  use  impact  analysis  will  continue  to  be  used 
for  determining  the  effects  of  land  use  decisions  on  the  affected  portion  CMP  network. 
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The  output  from  the  regional  model  for  year  2000  travel  demand  forecasts,  published 
by  MTC  in  the  Databook  #3  San  Francisco,  will  form  the  basis  of  forecasting  system 
performance  for  the  CMP  network. 

It  is  clear  that  this  approach  may  have  some  disadvantages.  The  weakest  point  is 
connection  between  the  micro-level  analysis  of  specific  land  use  or  traffic  improvement 
changes  and  the  cumulative  effect  of  these  changes  over  time  and/or  with  respect  to 
regional  impacts.  This  is  due  to  the  lack  of  a  method  for  linking  regional  and 
subregional  analytical  techniques.  What  the  Transportation  Authority  intends  to  do; 
however,  is  to  develop  an  appropriate  method  of  linking  the  small  area  methods  for  land 
use  and  traffic  impacts  to  the  regional  model  outputs.  This  approach,  coordinated  with 
data  from  a  systematic  monitoring  program,  can  form  over  the  next  two  years  an 
economical  and  pragmatic  response  to  the  CMP  modeling  requirements. 

The  discussion  on  land  use  impact  analysis  In  Chapter  Six  details  the  small  area  traffic, 
transit  and  land  use  impact  techniques.  The  above  referenced  Databook  #3  provides 
forecast  information  on  the  projected  congestion  levels  for  the  year  2000  in  San 
Francisco.  This  databook  is  the  third  in  a  series  of  ten  reports  to  be  prepared  by  MTC 
staff  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  counties  in  preparing  CMP  forecasts.  Background 
information  on  the  model,  including  forecasting  methodology,  input  assumptions 
(pricing  assumptions,  socio-economic  forecasts,  highway  and  transit  network 
assumptions,  and  travel  behavior  assumptions)  can  be  found  in  an  earlier  MTC 
publication,  entitled  Databook  #1 :  Regional  Summary. 

The  Transportation  Authority  has  funded  the  initiation  of  transportation  corridor  studies 
in  the  two  highest  priority  corridors,  Geary  and  Third/Street  Bayshore.  The  planning 
scope  of  work  for  both  of  these  corridors  is  under  development  and  no  specific  survey 
or  modeling  requirements  have  yet  been  established.  However,  Authority  staff 
aniticipates  that  data  collection  such  as  an  updated  origin  and  destination  study  and 
some  method  of  modeling  travel  demand  for  different  alternatives  in  the  corridors  will 
be  developed.  This  work  will  use  the  regional  MTC  model  as  the  basis  for  developing 
appropriate  corridor  analysis  tools  to  carry  out  the  appropriate  level  of  systems  planning 
for  the  corridors. 
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CHAPTER  SIX 
LAND  USE  ANALYSIS  ELEMENT 


I.  Introduction 

CMP  legislation  mandates  an  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  land  use  decisions  on  the 
transportation  system.  Procedures  for  interaction  between  different  jurisdictions  within 
a  county  must  also  be  adopted.  Appropriate  measures  to  mitigate  development  impacts 
and  the  cost  of  these  mitigation  measures  must  be  identified. 

The  land  use  analysis  element  outlines  San  Francisco's  role  as  a  regional  employment 
center  and  its  recent  policies  to  increase  residential  development  within  the  City.  The 
existing  insitutional  framework  for  land  use  decision-making  and  the  provision  of 
transportation  services  is  described.  The  potential  effects  of  land  use  changes  upon  the 
transportation  system  are  currently  assessed  through  an  exacting  environmental  review 
process.  Existing  institutional  roles  and  fundamentals  of  the  project  review  process  are 
not  expected  to  change  due  to  CMP  requirements. 

II.  Existing  Setting 

San  Francisco  established  itself  as  the  region's  central  city  during  the  Gold  Rush  era. 
It  has  retained  its  role  as  the  most  concentrated  center  of  employment  as  the  region  has 
evolved.  San  Francisco's  peninsular  location  and  small  size,  approximately  49  square 
miles,  have  forced  a  close  relationship  between  the  City's  development  patterns  and  its 
transportation  network.  There  have  been  significant  numbers  of  suburban  commuters 
into  the  City  for  over  a  century.  San  Francisco  has  been  able  to  maintain  one  of  the 
highest  percentages  of  transit  use  among  U.S.  cities  because  size  constraints  resulted 
in  relatively  high  density  development,  and  topography  and  geography  limited  access 
routes  to  and  from  the  City. 

In  recent  decades,  an  increasing  amount  of  population  and  employment  growth  has 
occurred  throughout  the  region.  Back  office,  manufacturing,  wholesale  trade, 
warehousing,  and  general  retail  employment  has  grown  faster  in  the  East  Bay  and 
South  Bay  than  in  the  City.  However,  San  Francisco  has  remained  the  region's 
dominant  employment  center  for  middle  and  upper  level  office  and  administrative 
functions,  specialty  retail,  and  other  jobs  dependent  upon  direct  transactional  activities. 
San  Francisco's  daytime  population  is  double  its  resident  population,  and  about  half  of 
its  575,000  jobs  are  filled  by  suburban  commuters.  Transit  and  ridesharing  currently 
account  for  about  76  percent  of  all  commuter  travel  in  the  San  Francisco  downtown 
office  district,  which  contrasts  with  1 1  percent  transit  use  for  the  entire  Bay  Area  region. 
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During  the  1980's,  San  Francisco  actively  promoted  new  residential  development. 
Extensive  revisions  to  the  City's  Master  Plan  and  rezonings  were  undertaken.  Each  of 
these  land  use  plans  -  the  Downtown  Plan,  Rincon  Hill,  North  of  Market,  Chinatown, 
Neighborhood  Commercial,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  South  of  Market,  and  Mission  Bay  - 
incorporated  measures  to  retain  and  enhance  opportunities  for  residential  development. 
In  addition,  housing  development  has  been  promoted  by  the  policies  of  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  in  the  Rincon  Point/South  Beach,  Verba  Buena 
Center,  and  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Plan  Areas.  Together,  these  policies 
have  resulted  in  a  net  gain  of  over  8,500  housing  units  since  1985,  which  represents 
about  a  seventy  percent  annual  increase  in  housing  production  compared  to  the 
previous  fifteen  years.  In  a  regional  context,  San  Francisco  ranked  fourth  among  Bay 
Area  cities,  behind  San  Jose,  Fremont,  and  Santa  Rosa,  in  the  amount  of  new  housing 
built  since  1980. 


III.  institutional  Framework 

San  Francisco  is  a  Charter  City  and  has  a  consolidated  city  and  county  government. 
An  eleven  member  Board  of  Supervisors  serves  as  the  legislative  body  for  the  City's 
unified  city  and  county  government.  The  City  Planning  Commission  (CPC)  has 
responsibility  for  land  use  decision-making  throughout  the  City.  Five  of  the  seven 
members  of  the  CPC  are  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  plus  there  is  a  representative  from 
the  local  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer.  Among  the 
primary  responsibilities  of  the  CPC  are  the  following: 

Master  Plan  policies  and  area  land  use  plans  are  exclusively  acted  on  by  the  CPC 
under  the  City  Charter; 

the  CPC  holds  public  hearings  on  all  appeals  to  Negative  Declaration 
determinations  and  certifies  all  local  Environemntal  Impact  Reports; 

subdivisions  of  five  or  more  lots  and  all  rezonings  must  be  approved  by  both  the 
CPC  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  and, 

discretionary  development  decisions  under  the  City  Planning  Code  (e.g., 
Use  cases,  which  can  be  appealed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  under  certain 
circumstances)  and  the  City  Charter  (e.g.,  Discretionary  Review  of  building 
permit  applications)  are  made  by  the  CPC. 

The  Transportation  Section  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  has  primary  responsibility 
for  the  integration  of  land  use  and  transportation  policies,  assessment  of  the 
transportation  impacts  of  development  proposals,  and  coordination  with  other 
departments  which  provide  transportation  services.  The  Municipal  Railway  operates  an 
extensive  streetcar,  cable  car,  trolley  coach,  and  diesel  bus  transit  network  within  San 
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Francisco.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  was  created  in  July  1990  to  manage 
City  off-street  and  on-street  parking,  parking  enforcement,  and  traffic  engineering 
activities  consistent  with  the  City's  Transit  First  policies.  The  Department  of  Public 
Works  has  retained  responsibility  for  street  cleaning,  maintenance,  repair,  and  contract 
management  affecting  streets  and  infrastructure.  Each  of  these  departments  are  integral 
parts  of  the  City's  governmental  structure,  and  all  ultimately  report  to  the  Mayor  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (Transportation  Authority)  was 
established  to  administer  the  funding  program  generated  from  passage  of  a  new  one- 
half  cent  sales  tax  for  transit,  roadway,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  projects.  The  Board  of 
Supervisors  serves  as  the  Board  of  Commissioners  for  the  Transportation  Authority.  The 
Transportation  Authority  has  also  been  designated  as  the  local  Congestion  Management 
Agency  (CMA).  Transportation  Authority  staff  have  delegated  duties  for  preparation  of 
the  CMP  to  various  City  departments  but  ultimate  responsibility  for  CMP  compliance 
activities  rests  with  the  Authority. 


IV.  Land  Use  And  Transportation  Analysis:  Existing  Practice 

The  transportation  implications  of  proposed  development  and  of  prospective  land  use 
changes  are  currently  assessed  within  the  framework  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA).  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  within  the  Department 
of  City  Planning  serves  as  the  City's  lead  and  responsible  agency  for  conducting 
environmental  assessments.  Determination  of  transportation  impacts  associated  with 
land  use  changes  is  an  integral  part  of  the  environmental  review  process. 
Transportation  impact  analyses  are  mandated  not  only  based  on  traffic  increases  which 
exceed  specified  thresholds  but  also  are  necessary  whenever  transit  operations, 
pedestrian  facilities,  or  loading  needs  may  be  adversely  affected.  Exacting  published 
guidelines  (Appendix  3)  detail  a  consistent  methodology  in  the  assessment  of  land  use 
effects  on  the  entire  transportation  system.  It  is  a  well-established  procedure  in  the  local 
approval  process  to  require  project  sponsors  to  finance  the  mitigation  of  localized  and 
areawide  impacts  expected  to  be  generated  by  their  projects.  A  Transit  Impact 
Development  Fee  of  five  dollars  per  net  new  gross  square  feet  for  downtown  office 
space  is  mandatory  to  offset  the  increased  marginal  costs  for  provision  of  additional 
peak  period  transit  service.  Mitigation  by  developers  helps  to  defray  the  costs  of  public 
improvements  needed  as  a  result  of  land  use  decisions. 

Long-range  development  potential  and  associated  cumulative  transportation  impacts 
have  been  assessed  in  conjunction  with  land  use  plans  and  rezonings  for  many  areas 
of  the  City.  Models  have  been  developed  for  the  Downtown  Plan,  South  of  Market,  and 
Mission  Bay  EIR's  to  provide  a  comprehensive  framework  for  the  analysis  of  the  effects 
of  land  use  changes  upon  the  transportation  system  of  the  greater  downtown  area. 
Sub-area  modeling  has  also  been  used  in  conjunction  with  land  use  rezonings  for 
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Chinatown  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Potential  transportation  impacts  generated  by  new 
development  proposals  are  assessed  within  the  cumulative  framework  for  each  sub-area 
which  has  been  modeled.  No  citywide  model  which  integrates  land  use  with  the  entire 
transportation  network  currently  exists  for  San  Francisco.  Presently,  it  is  not  possible 
to  accurately  assign  impacts  associated  with  San  Francisco  development  to  the  regional 
transportation  network  beyond  the  City's  boundaries.  While  there  is  considerable 
fragmentary  evidence  that  through  traffic  increasingly  contributes  to  congestion,  it  is  also 
not  now  possible  to  identify  the  magnitude  of  the  effects  of  development  elsewhere  in 
the  region  upon  San  Francisco. 


V.  Implications  of  CMP  Requirements 

CMP  requirements  would  not  be  expected  to  fundamentally  change  the  existing 
governmental  structure  for  land  use  decision-making.  San  Francisco's  unified 
city-county  government  has  already  consolidated  power  at  the  county  level  and  resolved 
questions  of  jurisdictional  authority  which  the  CMP  process  raises  in  most  counties.  The 
institutional  roles  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be 
unaffected. 

Annual  determinations  of  conformity  with  the  local  CMP  will  be  made  by  the 
Transportation  Authority  at  the  countywide  level.  Each  City  department  with  specific 
transportation  planning  and  operational  responsibilities  will  retain  its  current  roles.  The 
Transportation  Authority  will  play  a  central  role  in  developing  closer  coordination  among 
the  departments  and  in  integrating  transportation  and  land  use  functions  as  part  of  the 
CMP  process. 
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CHAPTER  SEVEN 


TRIP  REDUCTION  AND  TRAVEL  DEMAND  ELEMENT 


I.  Background 

CMP  legislation  requires  development  of  a  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  element 
that  promotes  alternative  transportation  methods,  such  as  carpools,  vanpools,  transit, 
bicycles,  and  park-and-ride  lots;  improvements  in  the  balance  between  jobs  and 
housing;  and  other  strategies,  including  flexible  work  hours  and  parking  management 
programs.  Each  jurisdiction  is  expected  to  adopt  a  Trip  Reduction  and  Travel  Demand 
Ordinance  which  incorporates  these  policies  no  later  than  November  1992. 

While  San  Francisco  presently  does  not  have  an  official  citywide  Trip  Reduction 
Ordinance,  over  the  last  two  decades  the  City  has  adopted  a  variety  of  policies 
designed  to  accommodate  increased  commute  travel  demand,  without  significant 
investment  in  increased  highway  and  street  capacity.  In  1973,  The  City  Planning 
Commission  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  policy  geared  towards  giving 
priority  to  transit  vehicles  on  specified  'transit  streets".  This  became  the  genesis  for  a 
program  which  has  evolved  and  expanded  throughout  the  years,  and  is  commonly 
referred  to  as  the  City's  'Transit  First"  policy.  The  City  has  a  comprehensive  approach 
toward  the  Transit  First  policy.  The  Transportation  Element  of  the  General  Plan,  the 
Planning  Code,  and  other  City  ordinances  have  all  established  strategies  and 
regulations  which  support  this  Policy  and  promote  alternative  travel  solutions  to  the 
single  occupant  automobile. 

The  following  sections  will  describe  in  detail  the  General  Plan's  objectives  and  policies 
which  focus  on  the  Transit  First  policy.  City  Planning  Code  and  other  City  ordinances 
intended  to  implement  this  policy  are  further  outlined  in  the  following  paragraphs.  The 
next  section  will  discuss  policies  intended  to  reduce  commute  travel  demand  in  relation 
to  the  housing  and  employment  growth  balance.  The  final  section  examines  San 
.Francisco's  policies  in  relation  to  regional  recommendations  for  Transportation  Control 
Measures  to  achieve  air  quality  objectives. 

n.      Master  Plan  Related  Objectives  and  Policies 

The  following  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  General  Plan 
focus  on  the  City's  policy  toward  a  transit  oriented  solution  to  the  growing  travel 
demands,  as  well  as  the  City's  comprehensive  transportation  planning  approaches 
oriented  toward  discouraging  the  use  of  automobiles. 

Policies  2  and  3  of  Objective  1  give  priority  to  public  transit  as  the  means  of  meeting 
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transportation  needs,  particularly  those  of  commuters,  and  call  for  the  coordination  and 
linkage  of  regional  and  local  transportation  systems. 

Policies  1  and  2  of  Objective  2  call  for  the  development  of  an  extensive  network  of 
regional  rapid  rail  transit  system  to  support  a  city-centered  region  and  for  the 
transportation  system  to  guide  the  development  of  the  City.  Policy  6  under  this 
Objective  calls  for  incentives  for  the  use  of  transit,  carpools,  and  vanpools,  and  for  the 
reduction  of  the  need  for  automobile  and  parking  facilities. 

Objective  3  gives  first  priority  to  improving  transit  services  and  providing  an  efficient 
and  convenient  system  throughout  the  City,  as  a  feasible  alternative  to  automobile  use. 
Policies  1  through  8  of  this  objective  call  for  an  improved  transit  system  by 
establishing  transit  preferential  streets,  by  providing  Intensified  citywide  transit  services 
and  low  fares,  by  establishing  transit  centers,  by  maintaining  adequate  taxi  services,  by 
establishing  frequent  transit  services  to  major  activity  centers,  and  by  providing 
supplemental  privately  operated  transit  services. 

Objective  4  establishes  transit  as  the  primary  mode  of  travel  to  and  from  downtown 
and  all  major  activity  centers  within  the  region.  Policies  1  through  5  of  this  Objective 
call  for  exclusive  bus  lanes  on  freeways  and  bridges,  for  provision  of  transit  service  to 
downtown  and  other  employment  centers  from  residential  and  suburban  areas,  for 
making  future  rail  transit  extensions  in  the  city  compatible  with  Bart  and  Muni  rail  lines, 
and  for  the  support  of  water-based  transportation  systems. 

Policy  3  of  Objective  10  restricts  long-term  automobile  parking  at  rapid  transit 
stations  throughout  the  City  in  favor  of  feeder  bus  services. 

Policy  1  of  Objective  1 1  limits  the  provision  of  long-term  parking  facilities  at  institutions 
and  encourages  short-term  parking. 

Objectives  7  and  8  both  call  for  the  provision  of  safe  pedestrian  and  bicycle  facilities 

as  alternatives  to  single  occupant  automobile  travel. 

Objective  7,  Policies  1  through  4,  calls  for  the  provision  of  safe  and  pleasant  spaces  for 
pedestrians  by  widening  sidewalks,  by  creating  pedestrian  streets,  by  ensuring 
convenient  and  safe  pedestrian  crossings,  and  by  closing  certain  streets  for  pedestrian 
use. 

Policies  1  through  6  of  Objective  8  call  for  an  increased  availability  of  information  for 
cycle  commuting,  for  expansion  and  improvement  of  bikeways,  for  elimination  of 
hazards  on  bikeways,  for  accommodation  of  bicycles  on  regional  transit  facilities,  for 
bicycle  safety  education,  and  for  improved  bicycle  traffic  enforcement. 
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III.  Existing  City  Ordinances 


This  section  describes  the  Planning  Code  and  other  City  ordinances  dealing  with 
implementation  measures  oriented  toward  Transit  First  policy  and  other  strategies 
developed  by  the  City  to  discourage  the  use  of  the  single  occupant  automobile. 

A.  The  Planning  Code 

1.  Parking 

Unlike  most  central  cities,  San  Francisco  has  never  imposed  parking  requirements  for 
downtown  commercial  development.  This  policy  has  complemented  the  Master  Plan's 
Transit  First  policy.  Subsequent  policies  adopted  in  the  City  have  supported  this 
program.  The  City  has  used  these  policies  to  discourage  cars  in  the  downtown  area. 
These  efforts  have  effectively  controlled  the  growth  of  automobile  travel  in  the  downtown 
area.  The  comparison  of  the  cordon  counts  of  all  vehicles  entering  San  Francisco's 
greater  downtown  area,  taken  in  1965  and  1983,  indicates  that  vehicular  traffic  slightly 
decreased  (about  3.7%).  During  the  same  period,  approximately  30  million  square  feet 
of  additional  office  space  was  built  in  the  downtown  area,  and  city-wide  employment, 
between  1970-1980  alone,  increased  by  approximately  100,000  jobs.  The  number  of 
parking  spaces  between  1965  and  1983  remained  about  the  same.  Results  from 
subsequent  updates  of  parking  counts  conducted  in  1987  have  remained  consistent 
with  this  pattern. 

The  following  paragraphs  outline  the  Planning  Code  Sections  related  to  parking  policies: 

Section  204.5(c)  does  not  require,  but  permits  parking  in  the  downtown  area  as 
accessory  use.  The  maximum  garage  area  for  accessory  parking  is  limited  to  7%  of  the 
gross  floor  area  of  the  building.  Any  amount  above  the  permitted  7%  requires 
Conditional  Use  permit  authorization. 

Section  155(g)  establishes  rate  structure  for  parking,  available  for  the  general  public, 
,  in  the  downtown  area.  The  rate  structure  is  intended  to  discourage  long-term  parking 
for  all  uses  with  the  exception  of  residential  and  hotel  uses.  The  rate  charge 
established  for  four  hours  of  parking  duration  cannot  exceed  four  times  the  rate  charge 
for  the  first  hour.  The  rate  charge  for  eight  or  more  hours  of  parking  duration  cannot 
be  less  than  10  times  the  rate  charge  for  the  first  hour.  No  discount  parking  is 
permitted  for  weekly,  monthly  or  similar  time-specific  periods.  The  rate  structure 
established  under  this  section  does  not  apply  to  stand  alone  parking  garages,  i.e., 
parking  that  is  not  approved  as  a  part  of  another  development.  However,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  can  use  discretionary  powers  to  apply  the  rate  structure  to  stand 
alone  garages. 
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Section  156(h)  permits  new  parking  lots  within  the  downtown  area  only  as  temporary 
uses,  for  a  two-year  period,  and  requires  Conditional  Use  permit  authorization  only. 

Section  223(m-p)  allow  parking  garages  in  C-3  Districts  as  principal  uses  by 
Conditional  Use  permit  authorization  only. 

2.  Transportation  Management  Programs  and  Transportation  Brokerage  Services 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  assure  that  adequate  measures  are  undertaken  to 
minimize  the  transportation  impacts  of  added  employment  in  major  employment  centers. 
The  program  is  carried  out  by  facilitating  the  effective  use  of  transit,  by  encouraging 
ridesharing,  and  by  employing  other  practical  means  to  reduce  commute  travel  by 
single  occupant  vehicles. 

Section  163  of  the  Planning  Code  establishes  a  Transportation  Management  Program 
(TMP)  and  Transportation  Brokerage  Services  (TBS)  for  office  buildings  in  the  greater 
downtown  area  C-3  districts  and  the  South  of  Market  area.  C-3  districts  are  the  zoning 
districts  in  the  downtown  area  that  allow  major  office,  retail,  commercial  and  downtown 
support  developments.  Outside  of  the  downtown  area,  the  Mission  Bay  Specific  Plan 
expands  these  programs  to  office  and  commercial-industrial  districts,  and  to  certain 
retail  developments  within  the  specific  plan  area.  Major  institutions  (e.g.,  hospitals  and 
universities)  subject  to  institutional  master  plans  are  also  required  to  follow  the 
Department's  guidelines  to  provide  on-site  TMP  and  TBS;  these  requirements  are 
imposed  as  conditions  of  approval  when  an  institution  requests  building  permit 
approval,  pursuant  to  its  Institutional  Master  Plan.  Both  code  mandated  and  condition 
mandated  requirements  follow  the  same  concept. 

a.  General  Program  Requirements. 

New  buildings  above  100,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area  in  the  C-3  districts  in  the 
downtown  area,  and  above  25,000  square  feet  of  gross  floor  area  in  the  South  of  Market 
area,  are  required  to  provide  on-site  TMP  and  TBS  for  the  actual  lifetime  of  the  project. 
The  TMP  and  the  TBS  requirements  are  established  in  the  "Transportation  Management 
Programs  in  Greater  Downtown:  Developer's  Manual  for  Procedures  and  Performance 
Criteria"  document  ("Developer's  Manual"). 

Major  institutions  subject  to  the  institutional  master  plan  procedures  are  encouraged  to 
provide  on-site  TMP  and  TBS.  The  TMP  and  TBS  guidelines  for  Institutions  are 
established  in  the  "Transportation  Management  Program  Reporting  Requirements  for 
Institutions"  document  ("Institution  Reporting  Guidelines"). 

In  the  Mission  Bay  Plan,  office  and  commercial-industrial  developments  of  at  least 
50,000  square  feet  are  required  to  provide  on-site  TMP  and  TBS  for  the  actual  lifetime 
of  the  project,  and  to  participate  in  a  TMP  developed  and  implemented  for  the  area  as 


26 


a  whole.  Certain  retail  projects  of  at  least  15,000  square  feet  are  also  required  to 
participate  in  the  TMP. 

The  TMP  and  TBS  are  designed: 

(1)  To  promote  and  coordinate  effective  and  efficient  use  of  transit  by  office  tenants, 
institutions  and  their  employees,  including  the  provision  of  transit  information  and  on-site 
sale  of  transit  passes; 

(2)  To  promote  and  coordinate  ridesharing  activities  for  employees  at  each  office 
building  and  institution; 

(3)  To  reduce  parking  demand  and  assure  the  proper  and  most  efficient  use  of  on-site 
or  off-site  parking; 

(4)  Whenever  feasible,  to  promote  and  encourage  project  occupants  to  adopt  a 
coordinated  flextime  or  staggered  work  hours  to  more  evenly  distribute  the  arrival  and 
departure  times  of  employees,  within  peak  commute  periods; 

(5)  To  participate  with  providers  of  transportation  broker  services  at  other  downtown 
office  buildings  and  at  other  major  institutions,  respectively,  in  networks  promoting 
common  commute  alternative  objectives;  and 

(6)  To  carry  out  other  activities  determined  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  be 
appropriate  to  meeting  the  purpose  of  this  requirement. 

b.  Greater  Downtown  TMP  and  TBS  Program  Requirements  -  Mandated  & 
Voluntary 

Under  the  "Developer's  Manual"  the  project  owner  is  required: 

(1)  To  designate  a  permanent  Transportation  Management  Coordinator  (TMC)  to 

comply  with  reporting  requirements,  to  develop  and  implement  parking  plans,  and  to 
.provide  oversight  and  management  to  the  program. 

For  buildings  with  parking  the  TMC  is  required  to  submit  a  Parking  Management  Plan 
(PMP)  to  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  The  parking 
plan  should  allocate  parking  among  various  users  such  as  short-term,  handicapped, 
carpools,  vanpools  and  bicycles.  The  PMP  should  provide  a  plan  to  market  preferential 
on-site  parking  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  The  issuance  of  long-term  parking  leases 
is  limited  to  the  employees  of  the  building. 

(2)  To  provide  permanent  transportation  Brokerage  Services.  Overall  program 
marketing,  transit  pass  sales  and  promotion,  matching  individuals  into  ridesharing. 
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management  and  biennial  administration  of  surveys  regarding  employee  commute 
behavior,  are  all  examples  of  transportation  brokerage  functions. 

Under  the  "Institutions'  Reporting  Guidelines",  every  affected  institution  is  encouraoed 

to  provide: 

(1)  Transportation  Coordination  for  oversight  and  management  of  all  aspects  of  the 
institution's  transportation  programs  performed  by  a  designated  Transportation 
Coordinator.  The  Transportation  Coordinator  sets  direction  and  monitors  parking 
policies.  For  buildings  providing  parking,  a  PMP  is  required.  The  PMP  should  include 
policies  ranging  from  the  pricing  of  parking  to  the  allocation  of  parking  spaces. 


(2)  Transportation  Brokerage  for  day-to-day  administration  of  the  institution's  TSM 
programs.  Overall  program  marketing,  transit  pass  sales  and  promotion,  matching 
individuals  into  ridesharing  arrangements,  and  biennial  administration  of  surveys 
regarding  employee  commute  behavior  are  all  examples  of  transportation  brokerage 
functions. 

0.  Mission  Bay  IMP  and  TBS  Requirements 

Requirements  for  TMP  and  TBS  in  Mission  Bay  generally  follow  those  established  for 
C-3  districts  in  the  downtown  area,  but  with  specific  provisions  as  stated  in  the  Specific 
Plan. 

d.  TMA  and  TBS  Support  Organizations 

The  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  of  San  Francisco  was  established 
in  1989.  The  TMA  is  an  association  of  building  owners  and  managers  that  coordinate 
and  facilitate  implementation  of  the  TSM  programs.  Presently  there  are  about  65 
buildings  in  the  greater  downtown  area  with  TSM  requirements.  About  34  buildings 
have  joined  the  TMA  organization. 

The  Joint  Institutional  Transportation  Brokers  Association  (JITBA)  was  established  in  the 
late  1970's  to  reduce  the  magnitude  of  transportation  impacts  of  existing  and  expanding 
hospitals  and  educational  institutions  in  San  Francisco's  neighborhoods.  JITBA 
provides  TSM  services  to  its  members.  Some  of  JITBA  members  have  transportation 
programs  established  as  a  result  of  project's  condition  of  approval,  others  have  been 
realized  as  result  of  management  initiatives  of  specific  institutions,  and  others  have  been 
set  up  in  direct  response  to  neighborhood  groups'  concerns.  Membership  in  JITBA  Is 
not  mandatory. 
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B.  The  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee 


In  1981,  "The  Downtown  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee"  ordinance  was  enacted. 
Under  this  ordinance,  all  new  or  converted  office  spaces  in  the  downtown  area  are 
required  to  pay  a  $5.00  per  square  foot  fee  to  the  City,  to  accommodate  the  new  transit 
trips  generated  as  a  direct  result  of  the  new  development  over  the  life  of  the  building. 
New  office  development  increases  the  need  for  public  transit  services  in  the  downtown 
area  during  peak  periods.  The  increased  ridership  demand  for  Muni  as  a  result  of  the 
new  development  can  be  accommodated  through  expansion  of  the  transit  services 
which  are  partially  funded  by  this  fee.  In  ten  years  of  implementation,  this  fee  has 
generated  approximately  $71  million.  Appendix  4  contains  a  copy  of  this  ordinance. 

C.  Other  Citv  Ordinances  and  Initiatives: 

To  improve  the  transit  system  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  public  transit,  the  following 
acitons  have  been  approved  and  implemented  in  the  City. 

1.  Transit  preferential  streets  programs  have  been  established  to  give  priority  to  transit 
vehicles,  where  conflicts  with  auto  traffic  occur,  and  to  reduce  transit  delays.  In  addition 
ten  streets  in  the  downtown  area  have  designated  all-day  bus-only  lanes: 

Sutter  Street  -  Sansome  to  Gough 
Post  Street  -  Gough  to  Market 
Geary  Street  -  Kearny  to  Gough 
O'Farrell  Street  -  Hyde  to  Powell 
Mission  Street  -  Main  to  4th 
4th  Street  -  Berry  to  King 
First  Street  -  Market  to  Mission 
Fremont  Street  -  Mission  to  Market 
Stockton  Street  -  Tunnel  to  O'Farrell 
Sacramento  Street  -Drumm  to  Kearny 

2.  Exclusive  Rights  of  Way  have  been  established  for  cable  cars  on  Powell  Street  from 
Market  to  Ellis,  California  to  Sutter,  and  the  northern  half  block  from  Francisco  to  Bay, 
and  for  street  cars  on  Judah  Street  from  9th  to  19th  Avenues. 

3.  Parking  is  prohibited  during  peak  hours,  on  transit  oriented  streets  with  heavy  traffic 
volumes,  to  increase  transit  speed. 

4.  Bus  bulbs  have  been  installed  on  congested  streets  such  as  Polk  and  Stockton 
Streets  to  improve  passenger  boarding  and  to  reduce  travel  time  by  saving  the  time 
needed  to  pull  into  and  away  from  the  bus  stops. 

5.  On  Market  Street,  median  islands  have  been  utilized  as  bus  stops  to  disperse  curb 
lane  bus  stops  and  to  improve  transit  operating  efficiency. 
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6.  Transit  signal  pre-empts,  consolidation  and  relocation  of  transit  stops,  and  increased 
enforcement  of  parking  regulations  to  allow  buses  to  move  more  smoothly,  are 
additional  measures  taken  by  the  City  to  improve  transit  system  operations. 

7.  Residential  Parking  Permit  programs,  in  the  neighborhoods  surrounding  institutions 
and  neighborhood  commercial  districts,  control  and  discourage  free  all-day  parking  for 
the  employees  in  those  areas. 

8.  The  Planning  Commission  has  adopted  a  formal  policy  to  allocate  a  percentage  of 
parking  for  office  buildings  in  the  downtown  area  to  carpool  and  vanpool  parking. 

9.  Priority  parking  for  carpool  and  vanpool  parking  in  the  Mission  Bay  Plan  is  defined 
as  a  minimum  of  three  persons  per  car  compared  to  two  persons  per  car,  as  defined 
in  some  counties. 

10.  A  city-wide  20  percent  tax  is  imposed  on  all  off-street  parking  fees.  This  tax 
effectively  increases  the  cost  of  parking  and  therefore  discourages  commuting  by  single 
occupant  vehicle. 

11.  With  the  passage  of  a  1/2  c  sales  tax  enacted  by  the  City  In  1989,  funding  for  many 
transportation  projects  and  programs  has  been  assured.  Sixty  percent  of  the 
approximately  $900  million  generated  by  the  sales  tax  over  the  next  20  years,  will  be 
allocated  to  transit  projects  and  programs,  eight  percent  will  be  used  for  paratransit,  and 
an  additional  two  percent  will  fund  TSM  programs. 

IV.  Housing  and  Employment  Balance 

Downtown  San  Francisco  has  the  largest  concentration  of  commercial  activity  and 
employment  in  the  Bay  Region.  Much  of  the  downtown  employment  growth  occurred 
in  the  1970-79  period.  During  that  time  about  100,000  new  jobs  were  created  and 
about  1 1 ,300  net  new  residential  units  were  built  in  the  City.  For  each  1 00  new  jobs 
created  in  the  city  about  1 1  net  new  residential  units  were  built  during  this  period.  This 
attracted  many  new  workers  from  the  region  and  significantly  Increased  the  number  of 
suburban  commuters  into  the  City. 

However,  during  the  last  decade  downtown  employment  growth  has  slowed.  At  the 
same  time,  more  housing  units  have  been  built  relative  to  the  amount  of  employment 
added,  compared  to  the  previous  decade,  resulting  in  fewer  commute  trips  per  new  job 
created.  During  the  1980-1989  period  about  14,100  new  jobs  and  12,250  net  new 
residential  units  were  created  in  the  City.  For  every  1 00  new  jobs  created  about  87  net 
new  housing  unit  were  built  during  this  period.  The  number  of  housing  units  per  job 
created  during  this  decade  was  about  690  percent  higher  compared  to  the  previous 
decade. 
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It  has  also  been  the  City's  policy  in  recent  years  to  promote  new  housing  in  conjunction 
with  new  developments.  Presently  there  are  established  housing  requirements  for  new 
office  buildings  in  the  downtown  area.  Section  313.3  of  the  Planning  Code,  the 
Office/Affordable  Housing  Production  Program  (OAHPP)  imposes  housing  requirements 
for  buildings  above  25,000  square  feet  of  office  space.  Under  this  Section  the  project 
sponsor  is  required  to  either  build  housing  at  a  rate  of  38.6  units  per  100,000  square 
feet  of  office,  or  pay  $7.20  per  square  foot  to  a  housing  developer  to  construct  housing, 
or  pay  an  in-lieu  fee  to  the  city-wide  Affordable  Housing  Fund.  OAHPP  requires  62 
percent  of  the  units  to  be  allocated  for  low  or  moderate  income  housing. 

Extensive  rezonings  undertaken  in  the  City  during  1980's  have  also  actively  promoted 
new  residential  development  in  the  City.  The  Downtown  Plan,  Rincon  Hill,  North  of 
Market,  Chinatown,  Neighborhood  Commercial,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  and  the  South  of 
Market  Plans  all  have  measures  to  retain  and  increase  residential  development.  The 
Mission  Bay  project  alone  will  add  8,520  new  residential  units  in  conjunction  with  the 
commercial  development. 

V.  Limitations  of  Existing  Ordinances 

The  present  transit  and  rideshare  mode  share  in  downtown  San  Francisco  is  very  high. 
Of  all  work  trips  to  and  from  the  downtown,  about  76%  are  made  by  transit  and 
ridesharing.  However,  the  rideshare  and  transit  use  in  other  centers  of  employment  In 
the  City  is  lower.  The  present  TSM  ordinance's  focus  is  the  new  development  in  the 
downtown  area.  Congestion  program  planning  for  next  year  will  include  an  evaluation 
of  the  feasibility  and  productivity  of  extending  the  TSM  requirements  to  existing  and  new 
centers  of  activity  citywide. 

VI.  Relationship  of  Travel  Demand  Measures  to  Regional  Air  Quality  Transportation 
Control  Measures 

Under  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  (CCAA),  all  regions  of  the  State  violating  air  quality 
standards  are  given  one  of  three  designations-moderate,  serious,  or  severe.  The  basic 
difference  in  these  designations  is  when  attainment  of  standards  is  projected  to  occur. 
■The  Bay  Area  is  considered  a  severe  area,  since  projections  show  that  it  will  be  unable 
to  meet  the  standards  by  1997  for  three  pollutants:  carbon  monoxide,  reactive 
hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides,  with  any  practical  strategy  conceivable  now.  The 
CCAA  requires  submittal  of  plans  in  1991  to  control  carbon  monoxide  and  ozone.  All 
areas  classified  severe  are  also  required  to  reduce  pollutant  emissions  by  five  percent 
per  year.  If  this  is  not  possible  they  are  to  implement  all  "feasible  measures". 

The  Draft  Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan,  prepared  jointly  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  (ABAG),  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  and  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC),  was  issued  in  April  1991.  This  plan  is 
required  to  meet  the  rules  established  by  the  passage  of  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  for 
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submittal  of  a  final  plan  by  June  30,  1991.  In  addition  to  the  mobile  source  controls 
proposed  for  the  Bay  Area  which  seek  to  reduce  the  per  vehicle  emissions  for  each  mile 
driven,  there  are  also  measures  which  seek  to  reduce  the  total  number  of  trips  and 
miles  traveled,  better  known  as  Transportation  Contol  Measures  (TCM's).  The  MTC  has 
taken  the  lead  in  the  region  for  development  of  a  TCM  plan  which  responds  to  both 
State  and  Federal  requirements.  The  TCM  plan  has  been  reviewed  and  revised  by  the 
BAAQMD  and  a  summary  of  the  TCM's  are  included  in  the  Draft  Clean  Air  Plan. 

The  TCM  plan  has  three  major  components: 

Phase  1  -  Reasonably  available  TCM's  that  are  based  on  existing  authority  and  funding; 
implemetation  by  1994. 

Phase  2  -  Additional  mobility,  traffic  operations  and  incentive  package  which  requires 
new  legislative  authority  and  funding;  implementation  by  1997. 

Phase  3  -  Market  based  TCM's  which  also  require  authorizing  legislation,  with  the 
exception  of  parking  managment;  implementation  by  2000. 

Local  agencies  are  expected  to  incorporate  these  TCM's  into  planning  and 
implementation  for  transportation  and  land  use  programs.  The  region,  through  the 
MTC,  is  held  responsible  for  overall  progress  toward  the  stated  goals.  The  CMP 
process  provides  an  opportunity  to  integrate  local  planning  and  programming  into  the 
regional  air  quality  planning  process.  Given  below  is  a  discussion  of  the  four  types  of 
Phase  I  proposed  regional  TCM's  and  how  the  City's  congestion  management  strategies 
contribute  to  or  reinforce  these  measures.  In  addition,  San  Francisco  has  implemented 
parking  management  and  pricing  rules  that  are  considered  a  Phase  3  measure. 


A.  Employer  Based  Trip  Reduction 

1.  Expand  exployer  assistance  programs  -  The  current  San  Francisco  transportation 
management  and  transportation  brokerage  program  will  be  expanded  in  FY91/92  with 
■funds  allocated  from  the  half  cent  sales  tax  administered  by  the  Transportation  Authority. 
One  staff  person  will  be  added  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  with  responsibility 
for  conducting  surveys,  expanding  outreach,  and  developing  and  implementing 
educational  activities  in  the  coming  year. 

2.  Adopt  employer-based  trip  reduction  rule  -  The  BAAQMD  has  the  authority  to 
implement  a  trip  reduction  rule  by  July  1993.  However,  the  agency  preference  would 
be  to  have  localities  put  in  place  a  rule  or  set  of  rules  that  would  meet  certain  criteria. 
San  Francisco  has  adopted  ordinances  for  transportation  management  and 
transportation  brokerage  programs,  but  these  apply  to  only  the  downtown  and  the 
Mission  Bay  redevelopment  area  south  of  the  central  business  district.  A  program  is  in 
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place  for  certain  institutional  uses  in  the  remainder  of  the  City,  but  participation  is 
voluntary.  As  a  part  of  next  year's  CMP  planning,  the  Transportation  Authority  intends 
to  evaluate  whether  extension  of  this  ordinance  to  other  parts  of  the  City  is  feasible  or 
productive.  It  is  possible  that  all  of  the  current  regulations,  including  the  highly  effective 
parking  restrictions,  when  taken  together  constitutue  the  most  effective  trip  reduction 
rule  for  the  City.  Local  sales  tax  funds  in  the  amount  of  $525,000  is  budgeted  for  TMA, 
brokerage,  and  trip  reduction  planning  and  implementation  for  F/91/92.  The 
Department  of  City  Planning  will  have  the  lead  on  these  activities. 


B.  Indirect  Source  Review 

1.  Adopt  indirect  source  control  program  -  The  BAAQMD  is  proposing  that  new  and 
existing  development  projects  with  regionally  significant  air  quality  impacts  would  be 
subject  to  a  new  indirect  source  rule.  This  review  would  cover  commercial  and 
residential  projects  as  well  as  other  vehicle  attractors  such  as  convention  and  sports 
facilities,  universities,  hospitals,  and  airports.  New  highways  and  road  improvements 
which  have  the  potential  to  generate  additional  traffic  may  also  be  classified  as  indirect 
sources.  The  proposed  regulation  would  be  created  in  two  phases,  the  first  covering 
new  development  and  the  second  covering  existing  development.  Projected 
implementation  is  January  1994. 

While  San  Francisco  has  no  specific  indirect  source  rule  for  air  quality  purposes,  the 
land  use  and  parking  regulations,  along  with  the  Transit  Development  Impact  fee, 
constitute  development  regulation  for  the  mitigation  of  new  travel  demand. 


C.  Mobility 

1.  Expand  new  rail  starts  program  -  This  TCM  is  tied  to  implementation  of  the  current 
regional  rail  agreement  (referred  to  as  Resolution  1876)  which  calls  for  a  $3.5  billion 
extension  program  for  five  rail  extension  projects.  No  San  Francisco  project  is  included 
in  this  list  of  priority  rail  projects;  however,  the  City  has  programmed  and  partially 
funded  several  rail  extension  projects  which  could  become  a  part  of  this  TCM.  These 
include  construction  of  the  F-Line  Streetcar  in  the  median  of  the  realigned  Embarcadero 
Roadway,  extension  of  light  rail  service  from  the  Muni  Metro  Turnback  to  1 6th  Street, 
and  extension  of  trolley  bus  lines  to  Mission  Bay  and  Potrero  Hill  areas.  These  and 
other  transit  projects  are  included  in  the  Capital  Improvement  Program,  provided  in 
Chapter  8  of  this  document. 

2.  Improve  ferry  service  -  This  TCM  calls  for  expansion  of  ferry  service  as  funding  allows. 
MTC  is  preparing  a  long  term  ferry  service  plan  and  will  allocate  funds  under  its  control 
consistent  with  the  final  recommendations  of  this  plan.  The  Port  Authority  of  San 
Francisco  has  received  funding  for  expansion  of  ferry  docking  facilities  at  Pier  1/2. 
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Additional  ferry  terminal  expansion  projects  are  included  in  Chapter  8,  Capital 
Improvement  Program. 

3.  Construct  carpool/express  bus  lanes  on  freeways  -  The  region,  in  cooperation  with 
Caltrans,  has  adopted  a  2005  HOV  master  plan  which  includes  480  land-miles  of  HOV 
lanes  compared  to  the  80  lane-miles  at  present.  No  current  proposals  exist  for  projects 
of  this  type  on  the  congestion  management  network  for  San  Francisco. 

4.  Improve  bicycle  access  -  This  TCM  proposes  an  increase  in  the  number  of  bike 
routes  and  expansion  of  the  carrying  capacity  of  buses,  ferries  and  rail  transit.  In  San 
Francisco,  a  newly  appointed  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  is  developing  a  prioritized  list 
of  projects  for  funding  under  Proposition  116  and  the  TDA  sources.  While  a  multiple 
year  program  has  yet  to  be  developed,  next  year's  CIP  will  contain  a  bicycle  element 
which  responds  to  the  goals  of  this  proposed  measure. 

5.  Install  freeway  traffic  operations  system  -  This  measure  seeks  to  improve  flows  on 
freeways  by  increasing  average  travel  speeds  and  eliminating  major  tie  ups  more 
quickly.  No  current  proposals  exist  for  projects  of  this  type  on  the  congestion 
management  network  for  San  Francisco. 

D.  Implementation  Support 

1.  Conduct  public  education  -  The  major  focus  of  this  proposed  measure  is  to  stress  the 
role  of  alternative  transportation  modes,  including  walking  or  bicycling  to  transit.  San 
Francisco  is  responding  to  this  measure  within  the  scope  discussed  earlier  in  this 
Chapter  for  transportation  management  initiatives. 

2.  Develop  legislative  package  for  Phase  2  revenue  measures  -  Funding  will  be 
requested  for  several  transit  initiatives,  most  importantly,  expanded  levels  of  basic  transit 
and  inter-city  service,  expanded  rail  access  and  fare  reduction  programs.  MTC  has  the 
lead  on  these  initiatives;  San  Francisco  has  passed  resolutions  in  support  of  pending 
legislation  for  bridge  tolls  and  vehicle  registration  fees  for  increased  transit  and  CMP 
funding. 

3.  General  plan  air  quality  element  -  This  measure  recommends  inclusion  of  a  local  air 
quality  element  in  the  adopted  general  plan  where  consistency  would  be  required 
between  the  Air  Quality  Element  and  the  Circulation/Land  Use,  Housing  and  other 
appropriate  elements.  San  Francisco  currently  has  no  plans  for  inclusion  of  such  an 
element  in  the  general  plan. 

4.  High  density  zones  at  transit  stations  -  The  measure  is  recommending  that  land  uses 
at  new  transit  stations  be  mixed  use  and  higher  density.  All  proposed  new  service  in 
San  Francisco  is  located  in  areas  that  are  zoned  medium  to  high  density  mixed  land 
use.  The  City  is  not  proposing  any  additional  densification  at  existing  or  proposed 
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transit  stations. 


5.  Monitoring  -  This  function  is  primarily  an  MTC  and  BAAQIVID  responsibility;  however, 
the  Authority  as  a  part  of  the  CMP  monitoring  program,  will  develop  an  annual  CMP 
report.  Therefore,  the  Transportation  Authority  will  be  reporting  annually  on  the 
implementation  of  those  TCM's  which  are  a  part  of  the  City's  congestion  management 
strategy. 
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CHAPTER  EIGHT 


CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

The  capital  improvement  program  for  this  initial  congestion  management  program  is  an 
abbreviated  one.  In  keeping  with  the  City's  "Transit  First"  policy  the  bulk  of  the  program 
is  transit  projects.  The  program  is  divided  into  three  sections,  one  for  transit  projects, 
one  for  roadway  projects,  and  one  for  waterborne  transportation  projects.  For  this  draft 
submittal,  no  capital  programming  criteria  have  been  used  to  evaluate  the  inclusion  of 
projects.  That  criteria  will  be  developed  for  next  year's  submittal.  However,  all  of  the 
major  projects  included  in  the  CIP  already  have  program  status  at  either  the  regional  or 
State  level,  or  in  many  cases  at  both  levels  where  appropriate.  A  brief  description  of 
each  of  the  three  program  components  is  given  below. 


I.  Transit  Program 

The  seven-year  capital  program  for  transit  is  estimated  to  cost  $1 .3  billion.  Of  this 
amount  approximatley  $219  million  has  been  awarded  and  approximately  $62  million 
is  pending  approval  for  fiscal  year  90-91 .  Major  projects  include  replacement  of  the 
MUNI  Metro  light  rail  and  trolley  bus  fleets,  construction  of  new  light  rail  and  bus 
maintenance  facilities,  construction  of  MUNI  Metro  Turnback  and  new  service  extensions 
to  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  6th  Street.  Funding  for  this  capital  program  is  dependent  on 
many  sources,  most  importantly  Federal  funds  (57%),  State  funds  (21%)  and  local 
transportation  sales  tax  (17%).  The  remainder  of  needed  funds  are  programmed  from 
local  and  regional  sources,  such  as  bridge  tolls,  transit  impact  development  fees,  and 
the  regional  allocations  of  TDA  and  STA  funds.  The  enclosed  MUNI  financial  plan 
extends  through  the  year  2000;  the  discussion  above  relates  to  only  the  seven  years 
through  FY97-98. 


II.  Roadway  Program 

There  are  only  two  roadway  projects  Included  in  the  program.  The  Embarcadero 
Roadway  project  involves  the  reconstruction  of  the  exisiting  surface  roadway  along  the 
Embarcadero,  from  North  Point  Street  and  heading  south  to  Broadway,  and  from 
Folsom  Street  to  Sixth  and  King  Streets.  The  mid-section  of  the  roadway  project,  from 
Broadway  to  Folsom,  is  under  redesign  due  to  the  teardown  of  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway.  The  project  is  not  expected  to  generate  additional  traffic,  but  instead  is 
designed  to  better  accomodate  transit,  pedestrians,  and  bicyclists,  increasing  its  total 
people-carrying  capacity.  The  improvements  will  provide  better  local  street  access  to 
the  Embarcadero  and  improve  the  movements  for  left-turning  traffic  at  most 
Intersections. 
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The  Islais  Creek  Interchange  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  northbound  off-ramp 
from  Interstate  280  (1-280),  terminating  at  the  intersection  of  Custer  Avenue  and  Ranking 
Street,  and  a  southbound  on-ramp  to  1-280,  located  at  the  intersection  of  Evans  Avenue, 
Toland  Street  and  Napoleon  Street.  The  proposed  interchange  will  improve  access  to 
1-280  from  the  South  Bayshore  section  of  San  Francisco.  The  interchange  will  provide 
a  convenient  freeway  access  point  for  traffic  congestion  in  residential  and  neighborhood 
commercial  areas,  particularly  Third  Street.  Access  to  1-280  from  Candlestick  Park  will 
also  be  improved. 


ill.  Waterborne  Program 

This  section  of  the  program  contains  an  important  North  Commuter  Ferry  Terminal  Up- 
grade project.  This  project  will  be  accomplished  in  two  phases.  The  first  will  install  a 
ferry  barge,  trestle  and  gangaway  off  Pier  1/2,  immediately  north  of  the  Ferry  Building. 
In  addition,  this  project  includes  installation  of  benches,  lighting,  and  signage  for 
passenger  waiting  areas.  Funding  for  Phase  I  of  the  project  will  come  from  an 
Emergency  Relief  grant  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  Caltrans,  at  the 
recommendation  of  the  Cypress  Corridor  Citizen  Advisory  Council  (to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  in  the  East  Bay  due  to  the  collapse  of  the  Cypress  Freeway  structure).  Local 
transportation  sales  tax  and  bridge  toll  funds  are  also  programmed. 

The  second  phase  of  the  project  is  dependent  on  Prop  1 1 6  funds.  These  funds  will  be 
used  for  seismic  upgrading  of  Pier  1/2,  purchase  and  installation  of  second,  publicly 
accessible  barge,  gangway  and  trestle,  and  the  construction  of  a  passenger  terminal. 
Improvement  and  expansion  of  the  terminal  facilities  will  allow  for  more  flexibility  in 
scheduling,  increased  safety  for  passengers,  and  increased  access  to  San  Francisco. 
Terminal  improvements  will  allow  for  expanded  ferry  service,  decreasing  the  number  of 
Bay  bridge  trips,  and  contributing  to  the  achievement  of  regional  air  quality  goals. 
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CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
TRANSIT  PROJECTS 


NOTE:  The  project  priorities  listed  in  tills  program  financial  plan  reflect  the  San 
Francisco  PUC/MUNI  priorities  and  not  necessarily  those  of  the  Transportation  Authority. 
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APPENDIX  1 


CALIFORNIA  GOVERNMENT  CODES  REFERENCING 
CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS 


CALIFORNIA  GO\TR\MENT  CODES  REFERENCING 
CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS 


CONTENT  OF  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  PLAN  (Added  AB  471) 

65081  (b)  ...The  (Regional  Transportation  Plan)  action  element  shall  include  all  congestion 
management  programs  adopted  by  the  commission  pursuant  to  Chapter  2.6  (commencing 
uith  Section  65088) 


CONTENT  OF  REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  IMPRO\^MENT  PROGRAM  (Added 
AB  471) 

65082  (b)  For  purposes  of  the  regional  transportation  improvement  program  submitted  to 
the  commission  on  December  1,  1991,  and  every  two  years  thereafter,  congestion 
management  programs  adopted  pursuant  to  Section  65089  shall  be  incorporated  into  the 
regional  transportation  improvement  program.  Local  projects  not  included  in  a  congestion 
management  program  shall  not  be  included  in  the  regional  transportation  improvement 
program.  Projects  and  programs  adopted  pursuant  to  subdivision  (a)  shall  be  consistent  with 
the  seven-year  capital  improvement  program  adopted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (5)  of 
subdivision  (b)  of  Section  65089,  and  the  guidelines  adopted  pursuant  to  Section  14530.1. 

LEGISLATIVE  FINDINGS  AND  DECLARATIONS  (Added  AB  471) 

65088.  The  Legislature  finds  and  declares  all  of  the  following: 

(a)  Although  California's  economy  is  critically  dependent  upon  transportation,  its 
current  transportation  system  relies  primarily  upon  a  street  and  highway  system  designed  to 
accommodate  far  fewer  vehicles  than  are  currently  using  the  system. 

(b)  California's  transportation  system  is  characterized  by  fragmented  planning,  both 
among  jurisdictions  involved  and  among  the  means  of  available  transport 

(c)  The  lack  of  an  integrated  system  and  the  increase  in  the  number  of  vehicles  are 
causing  traffic  congestion  that  each  day  results  in  400,000  hours  lost  in  traffic,  200  tons  of 
pollutants  released  into  the  air  we  breathe,  and  three  million  one  hundred  thousand  dollars 
($3,100,000)  added  costs  to  the  motoring  public. 

(d)  To  keep  California  moving,  all  methods  and  means  of  transport  between  major 
destinations  must  be  coordinated  to  connect  our  vital  economic  and  population  centers. 

(e)  In  order  to  develop  the  California  economy  to  its  full  potential,  it  is  intended 
that  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  join  with  transit  districts,  business,  private  and 
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environmental  interests  to  develop  and  implement  comprehensive  strategies  needed  to 
develop  appropriate  responses  to  transportation  needs. 

DEFINITIONS  (Amended  AB  1791) 

650SS.1  As  used  in  this  chapter  the  following  terms  have  the  following  meanings: 

(a)  Unless  the  context  requires  otherwise,  "regional  agency"  means  the  agenc>' 
responsible  for  preparation  of  the  regional  transportation  improvement  program. 

(b)  Unless  the  context  requires  otherwise,  "agency"  means  the  agency  responsible  for 
the  preparation  and  adoption  of  the  congestion  management  program. 

(c)  "City"  includes  a  city  and  county. 

(d)  "Commission"  means  the  California  Transportation 
Commission. 

(e)  "Department"  means  the  Department  of  Transportation. 

(f)  "Urbanized  area"  has  the  same  meaning  as  is  defined  in  the  1990  federal  census 
for  urbanized  areas  of  more  than  50,000  population. 

(g)  "Interregional  travel"  means  trips  that  have  neither  origin  nor  destination  within 
the  boundary  of  the  congestion  management  program. 

CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  (Amended  AB  1791) 

65089.  (a)  A  congestion  management  program  shall  be  developed,  adopted,  and  annually 
updated  for  every  county  that  includes  an  urbanized  area,  and  shall  include  every  city  and 
the  county.  The  program  shall  be  adopted  at  a  noticed  public  hearing  of  the  agency.  The 
Program  shall  be  developed  in  consultation  with,  and  with  the  cooperation  of,  the 
transportation  planning  agency,  regional  transportation  providers,  local  governments,  the 
department,  and  the  air  pollution  control  district  or  the  air  quality  management  district, 
either  by  the  county  transportation  commission,  or  by  another  public  agency,  as  designated 
by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  county  board  of  supervisors  and  the  city  councils  of  a  majority 
of  the  cities  representing  a  majority  of  the  population  in  the  incorporated  area  of  the  county, 
(b)  The  program  shall  contain  all  of  the  following  elements: 
(1)  (A)  Traffic  level  of  service  standards  established  for  a  system  of  highways  and 
roadways  designated  by  the  agency.  The  system  shall  include  at  a  mim*mum  all  state 
highways  and  principal  arterials.  No  highway  or  roadway  designated  as  a  part  of  the  system 
shall  be  removed  from  the  system.  All  new  state  highways  and  principal  arterials  shall  be 
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designated  as  part  of  the  system.  Level  of  service  (LOS)  shall  be  measured  by  Circular  212, 
(or  by  the  most  recent  version  of  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual),  or  by  a  uniform 
methodology  adopted  by  the  agency  which  is  consistent  with  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual. 
The  determination  as  to  whether  an  alternative  method  is  consistent  with  the  Highway 
Capacity  Manual  shall  be  made  by  the  regional  agency,  except  that  the  department  shall 
make  this  determination  instead  if  either  (i)  the  regional  agency  is  also  the  agency,  as  those 
terms  are  defined  in  Section  65088.1,  or  (ii)  the  department  is  responsible  for  preparing  the 
regional  transportation  improvement  plan  for  the  county. 

(B)  In  no  case  shall  the  LOS  standards  established  be  below  the  level  of  service  E 
or  the  current  level,  whichever  is  farthest  from  level  of  service  A,  except  where  a  segment 
or  intersection  had  been  designated  as  deficient,  and  a  deficiency  plan  has  been  adopted 
pursuant  to  Section  650893. 

(2)  Standards  established  for  the  frequency  and  routing  of  public  transit,  and  for  the 
coordination  of  transit  service  provided  by  separate  operators. 

(3)  A  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  clement  that  promotes  alternative 
transportation  methods,  such  as  carpools,  vanpools,  transit,  bicycles,  and  park-and-ride  lots; 
improvements  in  the  balance  between  jobs  and  housing;  and  other  strategies,  including 
flexible  work  hours  and  parking  management  programs. 

(4)  A  program  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  land  use  decisions  made  by  local 
jurisdictions  on  regional  transportation  systems,  including  an  estimate  of  the  costs  associated 
with  mitigating  those  impacts.  In  no  case  shall  the  program  include  an  estimate  of  the  costs 
of  mitigating  the  impacts  of  interregional  travel.  The  program  shall  provide  credit  for  local 
public  and  private  contributions  to  improvements  to  regional  transportation  systems. 
However,  in  the  case  of  toll  road  facilities,  credit  shall  only  be  allowed  for  local  public  and 
private  contributions  which  are  unreimbursed  from  toll  revenues  or  other  state  or  federal 
sources.  The  agency  shall  calculate  the  amount  of  the  credit  to  be  provided. 

(5)  A  seven  year  capital  improvement  program  to  maintain  or  improve  the  traffic 
level  of  service  and  transit  performance  standards  developed  pursuant  to  paragraphs  (1)  and 
(2),  and  to  mitigate  regional  transportation  impacts  identified  pursuant  to  paragraph  (4), 
which  conforms  to  transportation-related  vehicle  emissions  air  quality  mitigation  mcasures. 

(c)  The  agency,  in  consultation  with  the  regional  agency,  cities,  and  the  county  shall 
develop  a  uniform  data  base  on  traffic  impacts  for  use  in  a  countywide  transportation 
computer  model  and  shall  approve  transportation  computer  models  of  specific  areas  within 
the  county  that  will  be  used  by  local  jurisdictions  to  determine  the  quantitative  impaas  of 
development  on  the  circulation  system  that  are  based  on  the  countywide  model  and 
standardized  modeling  assumptions  and  conventions.    The  computer  models  shall  be 
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consistent  with  the  modeling  methodology  adopted  by  the  regional  planning  agency.  The 
data  bases  used  in  the  models  shall  be  consistent  with  the  data  bases  used  by  the  regional 
planning  agency.  Where  the  regional  agency  has  jurisdiction  over  two  or  more  counties,  the 
data  bases  used  by  the  agency  shall  be  consistent  with  the  data  bases  used  by  the  regional 
agency. 

REGIONAL  AGENCY  REVIEW  (Added  AB  471) 

Section  65089.2  (a)  Congestion  management  programs  shall  be  submitted  to  the  regional 
agency.  The  regional  agency  shall  evaluate  the  consistency  between  the  program  and  the 
regional  transportation  plans  required  pursuant  to  Section  65080.  In  the  case  of  multicounty 
regional  agency,  that  agency  shall  evaluate  the  consistency  and  compatibility  of  the  programs 
within  the  region. 

(b)  The  regional  agency,  upon  finding  that  the  program  is  consistent,  shall 
incorporate  the  program  into  the  regional  transportation  improvement  program  as  provided 
for  in  Section  65082.  If  the  regional  agency  finds  the  program  is  inconsistent,  it  may  exclude 
any  project  in  the  congestion  management  program  from'  inclusion  in  the  regional 
transportation  improvement  program. 

MONITORING  OF  CMP  IMPLEMENTATION  (Amended  AB  1791) 

65089.3  (a)  The  agency  shall  monitor  the  implementation  of  all  elements  of  the  congestion 
management  program.  Annually,  the  agency  shall  determine  if  the  county  and  cities  are 
conforming  to  the  congestion  management  program,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  all  of  the 

following: 

(1 )  Consistency  with  levels  of  service  and  performance  standards,  except  as  provided 
in  subdivisions  (b)  and  (c). 

(2)  Adoption  and  implementation  of  a  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  ordinance. 

(3)  Adoption  and  implementation  of  a  program  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  land  use 
decisions,  including  the  estimate  of  the  costs  associated  with  mitigating  these  impacts. 

(b)  (1)  A  city  or  county  may  designate  individual  deficient  segments  or  intersections 
which  do  not  meet  the  established  level  of  service  standards  if,  prior  to  the  designation,  at 
a  noticed  public  hearing,  the  city  or  county  has  adopted  a  deficiency  plan  which  shall  include 
all  of  the  following: 

(A)  An  analysis  of  the  causes  of  the  deficiency. 
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(B)  A  list  of  improvements  necessary  for  the  deficient  segment  or  intersection  to 
maintain  the  minimum  level  of  service  otherwise  required  and  the  estimated  costs  of  the 
improvements. 

(C)  A  list  of  improvements,  programs,  or  actions,  and  estimates  of  costs,  that  will 
(i)  measurably  improve  the  level  of  service  of  the  system,  as  defined  in  subdivision  (b)  of 
Section  65089,  and  (ii)  contribute  to  significant  improvements  in  air  quality,  such  as 
improved  public  transit  service  and  facilities,  improved  nonmotorized  transportation 
facilities,  high  occupancy  vehicle  facilities,  and  transportation  control  measures.  The  air 
quality  management  district  or  the  air  pollution  control  district  shall  establish  and 
periodically  revise  a  list  of  approved  improvements,  programs,  and  actions  which  meet  the 
scope  of  this  paragraph.  If  an  improvement,  program,  or  action  is  on  the  approved  list  and 
has  not  yet  been  fully  implemented,  it  shall  be  deemed  to  contribute  to  significant 
improvements  in  air  quality.  If  an  improvement,  program,  or  action  is  not  on  the  approved 
list,  it  shall  not  be  implemented  unless  approved  by  the  local  air  quality  management  district 
or  air  pollution  control  distria. 

(D)  An  action  plan,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  Chapter  5  (commencing  with 
Section  66000)  of  Division  1  of  Title  7,  that  shall  be  implemented,  consisting  of 
improvements  identified  in  paragraph  (B),  or  improvements,  programs,  or  actions  identified 
in  paragraph  (C),  that  are  found  by  the  agency  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  public's  health, 
safety  and  welfare.  The  action  plan  shall  include  a  specific  implementation  schedule. 

(2)  A  city  or  county  shall  forward  its  adopted  deficiency  plan  to  the  agency.  The 
agency  shall  hold  a  noticed  public  hearing  vkithin  60  days  of  receiving  the  deficiency  plan. 
Following  the  hearing,  the  agency  shall  either  accept  or  reject  the  deficiency  plan  in  its 
entirety,  but  the  agency  may  not  modify  the  deficiency  plan.  If  the  agency  rejects  the  plan, 
it  shall  notify  the  city  or  county  of  the  reasons  for  that  rejection. 

(c)  The  agency,  after  consultation  with  the  regional  agency,  the  department,  and  the 
local  air  quality  management  district  or  air  pollution  control  district,  shall  exclude  from  the 
determination  of  conformance  with  level  of  service  standards,  the  impacts  of  any  of  the 
following: 

(1)  Interregional  travel. 

(2)  Construction,  rehabilitation,  or  maintenance  of  facilities  that  impact  the  system. 

(3)  Freeway  ramp  metering. 

(4)  Traffic  signal  coordination  by  the  state  or  multijurisdictional  agencies. 

(5)  Traffic  generated  by  the  provision  of  low  and  veiy  low  income  housing. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter,  the  impacts  of  a  trip  which  originates  in  one 
county  and  which  terminates  in  another  county  shall  be  included  in  the  determination  of 
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conformance  with  level  of  service  standards  with  respect  to  the  originating  county  only.  A 
roundtrip  shall  be  considered  to  consist  of  two  individual  trips. 

DETERMINATION  OF  NONCONTORMANCE  (Amended  AB  1791) 

650S9.4  (a)  If,  pursuant  to  the  annual  monitoring  provided  for  in  Section  65089.3,  the 
agency  determines,  following  a  noticed  public  hearing,  that  a  city  or  county  is  not 
conforming  with  the  requirements  of  the  congestion  management  program,  the  agency  shall 
noiif)'  the  city  or  county  in  writing  of  the  specific  areas  of  nonconformance.  If,  within  90 
days  of  the  receipt  of  the  written  notice  of  nonconformance,  the  city  or  county  has  not  come 
into  conformance  with  the  congestion  management  program,  the  governing  body  of  the 
agency  shall  make  a  finding  of  nonconformance  and  shall  submit  the  finding  to  the 
commission  and  to  the  Controller. 

(b)  Upon  receiving  notice  from  the  agency  of  nonconformance,  the  Controller  shall 
withhold  apportionments  of  funds  required  to  be  apportioned  to  .that  nonconforming  city  or 
county  by  Section  2105  of  the  Streets  and  Highways  Code,  until  the  Controller  is  notified 
by  the  agenc>'  that  the  city  or  county  is  in  conformance. 


RELATION  OF  CMP  AND  GENERAL  PLAN  CONFORMITY  (Added  AB  1791) 

65089.5  Failure  to  complete  or  implement  a  congestion  management  program  shall  not  give 
rise  to  a  cause  of  action  against  a  city  or  county  for  failing  to  conform  with  its  general  plan, 
unless  the  city  or  county  incorporates  the  congestion  management  program  into  the 
transportation  element  of  its  general  plan. 

AFFECTED  DEVELOPMENTS  (Added  AB  1791) 

65089.6  A  proposed  development  spedfied  in  a  development  agreement  entered  into  prior 
to  July  10,  1989,  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  action  taken  to  comply  with  this  chapter,  except 
actions  required  to  be  taken  with  respect  the  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  element  of 
a  congestion  management  program  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  subdivision  (b)  of  Section 
65089. 
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METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION  RESOLUTION  NO.  2166 
1990  CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAM  POLICY 


Date:  June  27,  1990 

W.I.:  902.10.01 

W.A.:  OBllr 

Referred  By:  WPPRC 

Revised:  12/14/90 

ABSTRACT 
Resolution  No.  2166,  Revised 


This  resolution  adopts  the  Congestion  Management  Program  Policy  for  the  Bay 
Area. 


On  December  19,  1990,  Resolution  No.  2166  was  revised  to  clarify  the  region' 
Congestion  Management  Program  Policy. 


Date: 
W.I.: 
W.A.: 


June  27,  1990 

902.10.01 

OBllr 

WPPRC 

12/14/90 


Referred  By: 
Revised: 


Re:  1990  Congestion  Management  Program  Policy. 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


RESOLUTION  NO.  2166.  Revised 


WHEREAS,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  is  the  regional 
transportation  planning  agency  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Sections  66500  si  and 

WHEREAS,  Government  Code  65080  requires  each  transportation  planning 
agency  to  prepare  a  regional  transportation  plan  and  a  regional  transportation 
improvement  program  directed  at  the  achievement  of  a  coordinated  and  balanced 
regional  transportation  system;  and 

WHEREAS,  Government  Code  65089  requires  a  designated  local  agency  in  each 
urbanized  county  to  develop,  adopt,  and  annually  update  a  congestion 
management  program  for  the  county  and  its  included  cities;  and  requires  that 
this  congestion  management  program  be  developed  in  consultation,  among  others, 
with  the  regional  transportation  planning  agency;  and 

WHEREAS,  Government  Code  65089.2  requires  that  the  regional  transportation 
planning  agency  must  make  a  finding  that  each  congestion  management  program  is 
consistent  with  the  regional  transportation  plan,  and  upon  making  that  finding 
shall  incorporate  the  congestion  management  program  into  the  regional 
.  transportation  improvement  program;  and 

WHEREAS,  Government  Code  65082  requires  that  congestion  management 
programs  be  incorporated  into  the  regional  transportation  improvement  program 
beginning  with  the  program  submitted  to  the  California  Transportation 
Commission  on  December  1,  1991;  and 

WHEREAS,  MTC  has  prepared  a  draft  Congestion  Management  Program  Policy  for 
review  by  all  of  the  counties  and  cities  within  the  region;  and 
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WHEREAS,  a  Congestion  Management  Program  Policy  is  intended  to  provide 
guidance  for  all  the  counties  and  cities  within  the  region  in  preparing  their 
congestion  management  programs;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

mmiD,  that  MTC  adopts  the  Congestion  Management  Program  Policy 
attached  as  Attachment  A  to  this  resolution,  and  incorporated  herein  by 
reference;  and.  be  it  further 

RmVED.  that  this  resolution  and  the  Congestion  Management  Program 
Po  icy.  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  nine  Bay  Area  counties  and  their  included 
cities  for  use  in  preparing  their  congestion  management  programs. 


METROPOLITAN  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 


Rod/DiridoK.  Chairperson 


The  above  resolution  was  entered  into 
by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  at  a  regular  meeting  of  the 
Commission  held  in  Oakland, 
California,  on  June  27,  1990. 


Date:  December  14,  1990 

W.I.:  902.10.01 

W.A.:  OBllr 

Referred  By:  WPPRC 

Revised:  12/14/90 

Attachment  A 
Resolution  No.  2166 
Page  1  of  11 

HTC  POLICY  RE:  CONGESTION  MANAGEMENT  PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

This  Policy  is  intended  to  provide  Bay  Area  counties,  cities,  transit 
agencies,  and  other  transportation  interests  with  a  "road  map"  of  the 
Congestion  Management  Programs:  how  they  were  established,  what  they  require, 
and  how  they  might  be  implemented  in  this  region.    The  Policy  is  organized 
into  four  sections: 

Section  I:       Statutory  requirements  for  the  Congestion  Management  Program 
(CMP). 

Section  II:     Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission's  specific 
responsibilities  and  procedures  for  CMPs. 

Section  III:  CMP  agency  responsibilities,  and  those  of  other  agencies, 

including  MTC  recommendations. 

Section  IV:     Suggested  on-going  assistance  that  MTC  can  provide  for  CMP 
development  and  implementation. 

I.    DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

A.  GENERAL 

The  Congestion  Management  Program  was  established  as  part  of  a  bi-partisan 
legislative  package  crafted  in  1989.  The  legislation  created  the 
opportunity  for  significant  increases  in  transportation  revenues, 
(contingent  upon  voter  approval  in  the  June,  1990  State  election),  and 
markedly  changed  state  transportation  planning  and  programming.  The 
specific  CMP  provisions  were  originally  chartered  by  the 
Katz-Kopp-Baker-Campbell  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  Twenty-First 
Century  (AB  471  (Katz);  Chapter  106.  Statutes  1989)  AB  471  (Katz)  Chapter 
106,  Statutes  of  1989:  they  were  significantly  revised  by  AB  1791  (Katz) 
Chapter  16,  Statutes  of  1990.    Like  the  funding  provisions,  the  CMPs 
became  effective  when  voters  approved  (Proposition  111)  on  June  5.  1990. 

B.  CMP  STATUTORY  REQUIREMENTS 

The  CMP  legislation  in  complex.    Key  elements  are  summarized  below. 
1 )     Designation  and  Authority  of  CMP  Aoencv: 

The  County  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  a  majority  of  cities  representing  a 
majority  of  the  population,  must  designate  by  resolution  a  public  agency 
to  prepare  and  adopt  the  Congestion  Management  Program.    The  jurisdiction 
of  the  CMP  agency,  which  can  be  either  a  new  or  existing  agency,  is  the 
county,  and  all  included  cities.    The  CHP  agency  also  has  authority  to 
monitor  its  member  county's  and  cities'  compliance  with  the  adopted 
program. 
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2)     CMP  Elements 

The  Congestion  Management  Program  must  contain  the  following  elements. 

o      Traffic  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  standards 

Must  be  established  for  a  system  of  highways  and  roadways 
designated  by  the  CMP  agency.    System  to  include  at  a  minimum 
all  state  highways  and  principal  arterial s. 

The  methodology  for  measuring  LOS  must  be  that  contained  in 
Circular  212  or  most  recent  version  of  the  Highway  Capacity 
Manual.    The  CMP  agency  has  the  prerogative  to  approve  the  use 
of  another  method,  if  it  is  consistent  with  the  Highway 
Capacity  Manual . 

Traffic  standards  must  be  set  no  lower  than  LOS  "E"  for  any 
segment  or  intersection  on  the  CMP  system,  unless  the  current 
LOS  is  lower  (i.e.  "F"). 

When  measuring  traffic  LOS  standards  to  determine  conformance 
with  CMP  requirements  (see  I.B.3  following)  impacts  due  to 
these  factors  are  to  be  excluded  from  the  LOS  calculation: 

1)  Interregional  travel  (defined  as  any  vehicle  trip  that  has 
neither  its  origin  or  destination  within  the  boundary  of 
the  congestion  management  program). 

2)  Construction,  rehabilitation,  or  maintenance  of  facilities 
that  impact  the  CMP  designated  system. 

3)  Freeway  ramp  metering. 

4)  Traffic  signal  coordination  by  the  state  or 
mul ti juri sdictional  agencies. 

5)  Traffic  generated  by  the  provision  of  low  and  very  low 
income  housing. 

0      Transit  service  standards 

Must  be  established  for  service  frequency  (i.e.  headways), 
routing,  and  coordination  among  multiple  transit  agencies 
operating  within  the  CMP  jurisdiction. 

0      Trip  Reduction  and  Travel  Demand  Element 

Must  include  alternatives  to  single  occupant  auto  use.  such  as 
transit,  van  and  carpooling,  bicycles  and  park  and  ride  lots. 

Must  promote  strategies  to  manage  overall  travel  demand,  such 
as  jobs/housing  balance,  flextime,  and  parking  strategies. 
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0      Land  Use  Impact  Analysis 

Must  include  a  program  to  analyze  the  impact  of  land  use 
decisions  by  local  jurisdictions  on  the  regional  transportation 
system,  including  an  estimate  of  costs  to  mitigate  those 
impacts.    Note  that  the  legislation  allows  costs  associated 
with  mitigating  interregional  travel  (as  defined  above)  to  be 
excluded  from  this  estimate.    Public  and  private  contributions 
to  regional  transportation  improvements  may  be  credited. 

For  use  in  this  analysis,  the  CMP  agency  is  to  provide  a 
uniform  database  on  traffic  impacts  "for  use  in  a  countywide 
transportation  computer  model".    The  CMP  agency  will  approve 
the  computer  models  used  within  its  jurisdiction —  modelling 
methodology  and  data  bases  must  be  consistent  with  those  of  the 
regional  planning  agency. 

0      Capital  Improvement  Program  (CIP) 

Is  a  7-year  program. 

Projects  in  the  CIP  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Regional 
Transportation  Improvement  Program  (RTIP),  for  the  programming 
of  Flexible  Congestion  Relief  and  Urban  and  Commuter  Rail  funds. 
CIP  projects  also  receive  priority  for  state  Traffic  Systems 
Management  funds. 

CIP  projects  must  maintain  or  improve  traffic  LOS  standards  and 
transit  performance  standards. 

Projects  must  conform  to  transportation-related  emissions  air 
quality  mitigation  measures. 

3)     CMP  Compliance  and  Monitoring  Requirements 

0        MTC  must  find  the  CMP  consistent  with  the  Regional 
Transportation  Plan. 

o       Annually,  the  CMP  agency  must  make  a  determination  that  its 

member  cities  and  county  are  conforming  to  the  CMP,  including: 

Consistency  with  traffic  LOS  and  transit  performance 
standards 

Adoption  and  implementation  of  a  trip  reduction  and  travel 
demand  ordinance 

Adoption  and  implementation  of  a  program  for  analyzing  land 
use  impacts  on  transportation  system 
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o       Any  county  or  city  can  adopt  a  "deficiency  plan"  to  include 
intersections  or  segments  that  will  not  meet  traffic  LOS 
requirements.    For  these  deficient  segments,  the  city  or  county 
can  elect  to  implement  improvements  to  other  parts  of  the 
system  if  that  alternate  improvement  will  "(1)  measurably 
improve  the  level  of  service  of  the  system;  and  (2)  contribute 
to  significant  improvements  in  air  quality". 

II.  MTC  STATUTORY  RESPONSIBILITY  AND  PROCEDURES 

A.  GENERAL: 

MTC's  direct  responsibilities  under  CMP  Statutes  are  fairly  narrow,  involving 
consistency  findings  between  the  CMP  and  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan 
(RTP),  consistency  findings  among  CMPs  in  the  region,  and  the  inclusion  of  the 
CMP  projects  in  the  Regional  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (RTIP). 

B.  CMP  CONSISTENCY  FINDING  WITH  THE  RTP 

1 )  Consistency  with  regional  transportation  system  as  defined  in  the 
Regional  Transportation  Plan. 

The  MTC  Regional  Transportation  Plan  is  undergoing  significant  revisions 
for  the  1991  Update,  including  a  full  Environmental  Impact  Report.  One 
outcome  of  the  RTP  Update  process  will  be  a  clear  definition  of  the 
"metropolitan  transportation  system"  to  include  highways,  the  region's 
transit  rail  network,  corridor  level  arterial s.  and  regional  bus  and  ferry 
transit  services.    This  designated  system  should  guide  the  investment  of 
regional  transportation  funds,  particularly  discretionary  funds. 

The  CMP  statute  requires  that  the  CMP  agency  designate  a  system  of 
highways  and  roadways  to  "include  at  a  minimum  all  state  highways  and 
principal  arterials".    This  system  designates  which  segments  and/or 
intersections  will  be  subject  to  the  traffic  LOS  standards,  and  companion 
monitoring  and  compliance  requirements. 

In  making  a  finding  of  compliance  with  the  RTP,  MTC  would: 

o      Ensure  that  there  is  regional  consistency  among  the  CMP  designated 

systems,  particularly  for  facilities  that  cross  county  borders.  Both 
CMP  systems  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  of  the  RTP 
must  contain  the  state  highway  system,  and  it  is  expected  that  there 
will  be  considerable  overlap  among  the  arterials  designated  in  each. 

0      Require  that  all  projects  in  the  CMP  Capital  Improvement  Program 
(CIP)  that  are  eligible  for  the  Regional  Transportation  Improvement 
Program  (RTIP)  must  be  located  on,  or  otherwise  identified  with, 
MTC's  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  in  the  RTP. 
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0  Encourage  the  CMP  agency  to  designate  as  part  of  its  system  any  other 
highway  or  roadway  that  the  CMP  agency  expects  will  play  an  important 
role  in  its  overall  congestion  management  program. 

2)  Consistency  with  pertinent  Air  Quality  Plans,  as  incorporated  in  the 
RTP. 

MTC  will  require  that  all  CMPs  be  consistent  with  the  region's  adopted 
transportation  control  measure  plans  for  the  Federal  and  State  Clean  Air 
Acts,  which  are  an  integral  part  of  the  RTP. 

o      For  federal  standards,  MTC's  current  response  is  the  1982  Bay  Area 
Clean  Air  Plan,  and  its  Contingency  Plan,  consisting  of  MTC 
Resolution  Nos.  2107  and  2131.    MTC  Resolution  No.  2107  addresses  the 
criteria  for  considering  highway  projects  for  delay,  including 
certain  design  mitigations  that  must  be  considered  if  the  project 
demonstrates  any  potential  degradation  of  federal  carbon  monoxide  and 
hydrocarbon  standards.    Resolution  No.  2131  outlines  an  augmented 
list  of  transportation  control  measures  that  MTC  has  committed  to 
implement  to  comply  with  federal  air  quality  standards.  Both 
resolutions  have  been  distributed  to  all  cities  and  counties  in  the 
region,  and  are  available  from  MTC. 

o      MTC  is  currently  developing  the  Transportation  Control  Measure  (TCM) 
plan  to  meet  the  more  stringent  State  Clean  Air  Act.    This  plan 
should  be  completed  by  June  30,  1990.    If  adopted  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District,  the  plan  must  be  implemented 
immediately.    The  Plan  will  describe  the  implementation 
responsibilities  of  cities  and  counties.    The  region's  air  quality 
strategy  should  be  reflected  in  any  Congestion  Management  Program, 
particularly  the  required  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  element. 

3)  Consistency  with  regional  travel  model. 

In  order  to  promote  the  development  of  a  common  basis  of  "transportation 
facts"  to  serve  as  a  foundation  for  policies,  the  statutes  require  CMAs  to 
develop  a  countywide  transportation  computer  model  that  is  consistent  with 
MTC's  model.    Specifically,  the  statutes  require  that: 

"The  computer  models  (used  by  the  CMAs)  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
modeling  methodology  adopted  by  the  regional  planning  agency  (i.e., 
MTC).    The  data  bases  used  in  the  model  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
data  bases  used  by  the  regional  planning  agency." 

MTC  will  continue  to  staff  a  technical  advisory  committee  to  share 
information  and  develop  recommendations  on  CMP  modeling  issues,  as 
needed.    Key  RTP  consistency  requirement  issues  at  this  time  include: 
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•  Use  of  "ABAC  consistent"  and  other  demographics;  and 

•  Use  of  core  modeling  assumptions,  parameters  and  methodologies. 

MTC  will  prepare  documentation  of  modeling  requirements  as  developed 
through  this  process. 

Additionally,  to  assist  in  the  development  of  countywide  models  that  are 
consistent.  MTC  will  prepare: 

•  A  guide  to  documenting  input  assumptions  and  forecasting 
results; 

•  Documentation  of  MTC's  regional  model; 

•  "County  Data  Books"  containing  travel  forecasts  and  level  of 
service  information  extracted  from  regional  forecasts, 
including  trip  tables,  trip  end  summaries,  trip  length 
information  and  general  traffic  and  transit  assignments;  and 

•  Sub-regional  travel  forecasts  for  a  limited  number  of  counties. 

CONSISTENCY  FINDING  BETWEEN  DIFFERENT  CMPS 

The  legislation  requires  also  that  "in  the  case  of  multi-county  regional 
transportation  agency,  that  agency  shall  evaluate  the  consistency  and 
compatibility  of  the  [congestion  management]  programs  within  the  region". 

0      MTC  will  make  a  finding  of  consistency  between  different  CMPs  in  the 
region,  at  the  time  that  the  CMP  is  submitted  to  the  agency  and  a 
finding  of  consistency  with  the  RTP  is  made.    Since  all  CMPs  must 
conform  to  the  RTP,  consistency  among  different  CMPs  should  also  be 
achieved. 

o      To  facilitate  this  finding,  we  stronalv  recommend  that  MTC  staff 
participate  on  appropriate  county  level  CMP  technical  advisory 
committees,  to  facilitate  exchange  of  information  and  anticipate  any 
potential  conflicts  with  other  CMPs.  or  with  the  Regional 
Transportation  Plan. 

o      MTC  will  set  up  procedures  to  hear  and  resolve  conflicts  that  may  be 
identified  as  part  of  the  RTP/CMP  consistency  review. 

INCORPORATION  OF  CMP  PROJECTS  INTO  THE  RTIP 

0      The  statute  mandating  new  procedures  for  the  State  Transportation 

Improvement  Program  soecificallv  requires  that  Cal trans  prepare  STIP 
Guidelines  that  include  guidance  for  the  incorporating  CMP  capital 
improvements  into  the  Regional  Transportation  Improvement  Program 
(RTIP).    The  statute  requires  a  direct  linkage  between  the  CMPs  and 
RTIP. 
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0      CTC's  adopted  STIP  guidelines,  however,  do  not  provide  specific 
guidance.    Comments  regarding  the  CMP/RTIP  linkage  are  limited  to 
fol lowing: 


Projects  for  RTIP  funding  must  be  submitted  as  part  of  a  seven 
year  capital  improvement  program  from  an  adopted  CMP. 

CMPs  be  consistent  with  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  before 
they  can  be  incorporated  into  the  RTIP;  and 

Projects  should  be  included  in  the  RTIP  in  accordance  with  CMP 
priorities,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  availability  of 
funds,  and  project  fund  eligibility. 


0      Given  this  limited  direction,  MTC  will  work  cooperatively  with 
Caltrans  District  staffs  to  develop  clearer  regional  guidance  to 
augment  the  State  recommendations.    Issues  that  deserve  specific 
attention  include 


Prioritizing  projects  from  multiple  CMPs,  particularly  when 
large  facility  improvements  cross  CMP  jurisdictional  boundaries. 

Addressing  CMP  Capital  Improvement  Programs  that  exceed 
available  State  funds. 

Coordinating  the  timing  of  RTIP  project  funding,  actual  project 
delivery,  and  annual  CMP  conformity  findings. 

Addressing  Caltrans  programming  requirements  (e.g.  Project 
Study  Reports.  FHWA  exceptions,  project  del i verabi 1 i ty) . 

Addressing  MTC  project  level  requirements  (e.g.,  conformance 
with  MTC  Resolution  No.  2107,  minimum  screening  criteria, 
regional  scoring  criteria). 


PROCEDURES  FOR  CMP  SUBMITTAL  AND  MTC  REVIEW 

0      CMPs  will  be  required  for  each  biennial  RTIP  cycle  beginning  with 


0      To  provide  adequate  review  time,  CMPs  should  be  submitted  to  MTC  by 
the  end  of  each  June  preceding  the  December  submittal  of  the  RTIP  to 
the  California  Transportation  Commission.    Given  the  extremely 
tight  deadline  for  the  first  CMP,  MTC  will  consider 
special  accommodations  for  the  1992  RTIP  cycle. 

0       MTC  will  work  with  individual  counties,  cities,  transit  agencies  and 
CMP  agencies  to  coordinate  the  development  and  review  of  CMPs.  AB 
3705  countywide  plans,  or  any  other  pertinent  local  transportation 
plans . 


1992. 
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0      MTC  will  make  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  RTP  for  the  Initial 
CMP,  and  every  two  years  thereafter  when  the  CMP  is  submitted  for 
RTIP  inclusion. 

0  Basic  travel  model  assumptions  and  methodologies  should  be  explained 
in  an  appendix  of  the  CMP  to  facilitate  MTC's  review  and  consistency 
finding. 

III.         CMP  AGENCY  AND  OTHER  STATUTORY  RESPONSIBILITY/  HTC  RECOMMENDED 
POLia 

The  CMP  statute  assigns  the  CMP  agency  significant  responsibilities  to 
develop,  approve,  and  monitor  the  Congestion  Management  Program.    These  are 
outlined  below,  accompanied  by  MTC's  suggestions  for  effectively  carrying  out 
these  responsibilities. 

A.    CMP  AGENCY  RESPONSIBILITY 

Program  Development 

1)  Establish  CMP  Agency: 

0      Seek  consensus  when  ever  possible  among  participating  decision  making 
bodies. 

2)  Identify  CMP  system 

0      Consult  with  MTC  to  ensure  consistency  with  RTP  and  its  designated 
regional  transportation  system  (see  Section  II. A. 1  above). 

3)  Set  traffic  LOS  and  transit  performance  standards 
Traffic: 

0      Ensure  that  the  county  and  all  cities  within  the  CMP  jurisdiction  use 
the  same  base  year  for  initial  LOS  measurements 

0      Develop  appropriate  procedures  for  estimating  and  excluding  the 
following  statutorily  exempt  impacts  from  LOS  measurements  for 
monitoring  and  conformance  purposes: 

interregional  travel 

construction,  rehabilitation,  or  maintenance  of  facilities 

that  impact  the  [designated]  system 
freeway  ramp  metering 

traffic  signal  coordination  by  the  state  and  mul ti juri sdi ctional 
agencies 

traffic  generated  by  the  provision  of  low  and  very  low  income 
housing 
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o      Select  a  consistent  LOS  methodology  from  those  dictated  in  the 
statute,  for  use  by  the  county  and  included  cities. 

Transit: 

0      Work  with  transit  operators  and  MTC  to  establish  performance 
standards  for  frequency  and  routing. 

0      Consult  MTC  particularly  in  the  area  of  inter-operator  coordination. 
Incorporate  any  coordination  agreements  reached  under  Government  Code 
§  66516  requirements  (MTC  Resolution  No.  2137). 

0      For  multi-jurisdictional  transit  agencies,  involved  CMP  agencies 
should  coordinate  efforts. 

4)  Adopt  transportation  demand  element 

0      Should  be  consistent  with  MTC  adopted  transportation  control  measures 
for  Federal  and  State  air  quality  plans  (see  Section  II. A. 2  above). 

5)  Establish  land  use  impact  analysis  program  to  determine  impact  of  land 
development  on  regional  transportation  system;  develop  and  use  county 
level  transportation  computer  model. 

0      Should  be  consistent  with  regional  travel  demand  forecasting 
methodology,  and  data  bases,  including  ABAC  projections. 

0      Alternative  land  use  projections  may  be  used  as  an  alternative  basis 
for  transportation  forecasts,  in  addition  to  ABAC. 

0      Significant  differences  between  modelling  outcomes  and  conclusions 
will  be  resolved  between  MTC  and  the  CMP  agency. 

6)  Develop  Capital  Improvement  Program  to  address  achievement  of  LOS  and 
performance  standards 

0      CMP  agency  must  incorporate  projects  eligible  for  RTIP  funds 

(Flexible  Congestion  Relief  and  Urban  and  Commuter  Rail)  into  the  CMP. 

0       In  the  absence  of  State  level  guidance,  MTC  will  work  cooperatively 
with  Caltrans  to  develop  specific  guidelines  for  incorporating  CMP 
projects  into  this  region's  RTIP. 

0      The  CIP  should  also  incorporate  projects  funded  from  non-RTIP  sources 
that  contribute  to  traffic  and  transit  standards  achievement.  CMP 
projects  receive  first  priority  for  State  TSM  funds.    In  general, 
projects  included  in  a  well  developed,  comprehensive  congestion 
management  program  will  likely  compete  more  successfully  for  any 
state  funds  than  those  projects  not  included  in  a  CMP. 
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o      CIP  capital  projects  should  be  developed  considering  the  effects  of 
travel  demand  management  strategies  included  in  TSM  element/ 
ordinance. 

Implementation  and  Monitoring 

7)  Establish  CMP  conformity  finding  procedures  for  the  county  and  included 
cities,  including  criteria  for  the  review  and  acceptance  of  county/city 
deficiency  plans. 

o      Procedures  for  conformance  findings  for  major  regional  facilities 
(highway  and  transit)  that  cross  CMP  agency  boundaries  should  be 
developed  cooperatively  among  the  affected  CMP  agencies  and  MTC. 

0      If  a  finding  of  "non-conformance"  is  made  for  a  city  or  county,  and 
that  party  wishes  to  appeal  that  decision,  MTC  will,  at  the  mutual 
request  of  the  CMP  agency  and  the  affected  county  or  city,  serve  as  a 
neutral  "third  party  fact  finder"  during  the  review  of  the  decision. 

8)  Establish  procedures  for  monitoring  and  reporting  of  CMP  implementation. 

0      Provide  appropriate  information  to  MTC  to  assist  in  the 
implementation  or  monitoring  of  regional  programs. 

B.    OTHER  AGENCY  RESPONSIBILITY 

1)  Local  Jurisdictions:    Develop  Deficiency  Plan  to  address  segments  or 
intersections  that  will  not  meet  standards. 

0      MTC  will  facilitate  discussions  among  cities  and  counties  that 
prepare  deficiency  plans  to  develop  recommendations  regarding 
deficiency  plan  content  and  review. 

2)  Air  Oualitv  Management  District  (Air  District):    Establish  and  revise  a 
list  of  approved  improvements,  programs,  and  actions  that  contribute  to 
air  quality  improvements;  to  be  used  by  cities  and  counties  in  the 
development  of  deficiency  plans. 

0      The  Air  District  (or  Air  Districts  for  those  counties  in  more  than 
one  air  basin),  with  the  cooperation  of  cities,  counties  and  MTC, 
should  develop  and  adopt  procedures  for  establishing  and  amending  the 
approved  list. 

0      Air  District(s)  list  should  be  consistent  with  adopted  Transportation 
Control  Measures  to  meet  Federal  and  State  air  quality  standards. 

0       Air  District  should  coordinate  with  MTC  in  the  development  of  the 
list,  and  procedures  for  amending  it.    MTC  will  given  special 
assistance  to  counties  whose  CMP  jurisdiction  falls  under  more  than 
one  Air  District. 
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ADDITIONAL  HTC  ASSISTANCE 

In  addition  in  any  planned  assistance  mentioned  in  Section  II  and  III,  MTC 
can  help  CMP  agencies  or  their  participating  jurisdictions  in  other  ways 
during  the  development  of  the  CMPs.    Options  include: 

0       Funding:    CMP  agencies  will  most  likely  need  additional  funds  to 
prepare  their  CMPs.    While  MTC  currently  does  not  have  access  to 
discretionary  revenues  for  this  specific  purpose,  MTC  will  assist  in 
pursuing  additional  funding. 

0      Technical  Workshops:  MTC  will  continue  to  sponsor  specific  technical 
workshops  to  assist  CMP  agencies  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  the  Congestion  Management  Programs. 
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Introduction  and  Overview  of  Process 

These  guidelines  have  been  prepared  to  aid  consuKanis  in  preparing  transportation  analysts  for  environmental 
evaluation,  both  Environmental  Impact  Reports  and  Negative  Declarations.  In  all  cases  that  a  transportation 
study  is  required  for  environmental  analysis,  a  separate  transportation  report  is  to  be  prepared  based  on  these 
guidelines,  as  bacl^ground  for  the  Negative  Declaration  or  EIR. 

The  Department  will  make  a  determination  whether  a  transportation  study  and  report  is  necessary.  Generally, 
a  transportation  report  m\\  be  required  if  one  or  more  of  the  following  apply. 

1 )  The  project  would  potentially  add  at  least  50  P.M.  Peak  Hour  person  trips; 

2)  The  project  would  potentially  increase  existing  traffic  volumes  on  streets  in  Its  vidrvty  by  at  least  5  percent; 

3)  The  project  would  potentially  impact  nearby  intersections  and/or  arterials  which  are  believed  to  presently 
operate  at  LOS  "D"  or  worse; 

4)  The  project  would  provide  parking  which  would  appear  likely  to  be  deficient,  relative  to  anticipated  project 
demand,  by  at  least  20  percent; 

5)  The  project  has  elements  whicli  have  potential  to  adversely  affect  transit  operations  or  the  carrying 
capacity  of  nearby  transit  services; 

6)  The  project  has  elements  which  have  potential  to  adversely  affect  pedestrian  safety  or  the  adequacy  of 
nearby  pedestrian  facilities; 

7)  The  project  would  not  fully  satisfy  truck  loading  demand  on-site,  when  the  anticipated  number  of  deliveries 
and  service  calls  exceed  ten  daily. 

Department  staff  will  use  discretion  in  determining  whether  a  transportation  study  is  needed  in  special 
circumstances  that  may  not  fit  the  above  criteria. 
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This  set  of  guideiines  updates  and  revises  the  September  1 983  guidelines  for  downtown  anal/ses  and  the  April 
1986  guidelines  for  neighborhood  projects,  tt  reflects  the  most  current  data  for  San  Randsco  travel 
characteristics,  based  on  the  assumptions  used  for  the  Mission  Bay,  South  of  Market  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
EIRs,  and  other  recent  environmental  anatyses. 

These  guidelines  supersede  all  previously  published  transportation  analysis  guidelines,  it  must  be  noted  that 
these  are  only  guidelines.  H  must  not  be  assumed  that  the  Information  provided  herein  constitutes  a  complete 
scope  of  work  for  any  transportation  analysis. 

For  clarification,  the  following  represents  an  overview  of  the  process  involved  in  the  preparation  of  a  franspor- 
tation  analysis  for  environmental  review  purposes.  No  estimate  w  assumption  is  made  or  inferred  regarding  time 
lines  for  the  various  steps. 

1 )  The  project  sponsor  or  a  designated  representative  files  an  Environmental  Review  (EE)  application  with 
the  Department.  Once  the  application  is  considered  complete  by  the  Department  a  case  number  is 
assigned  and  a  staff  person  from  the  Department's  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  is  designated 
as  the  coordinator  for  environmental  review.  This  individual  will  be  different  than  the  staff  person  handling 
any  review  necessary  for  other  permit  approval,  but  will  coordinate  with  other  Department  staff. 

2)  A  scoping  meeting  is  held  with  the  OER  staff  coordinator  (other  Department  staff  may  also  be  Involved), 
the  project  sponsor  and  the  environmental  consultant  Nred  by  or  being  considered  by  the  project  sponsor. 
The  scoping  meeting  will  determine  the  specific  issues  to  be  examined  In  the  environmental  review 
process. 

3 )  If  the  Department  determines  that  a  transportation  study  is  required,  the  consultant  or  its  subconsultant  will 
meet  v^rith  the  Transportation  staff  of  the  Department  to  determine  the  specific  transportation  issues  to 
study  and  determine  other  parameters  as  defined  in  these  guidelines.  The  consultant  then  prepares  a  draft 
tansportation  analysis  scope  of  work  for  Departmental  review,  revision  If  necessary,  and  final  approval. 
No  work  should  be  Initiated  by  the  transportation  consultant  until  a  written  scope  of  work  has  been 
approved  by  the  Department,  including  both  the  Transportation  Section  and  the  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  (OER),  by  transmittal  to  the  consultant  of  the  form  shown  in  Appendix  6. 

The  Department  will  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  anticipate  and  include  in  the  scope  of  work  typical 
corK^ems  of  other  City  agencies.  However  it  is  not  possible  lor  the  Department  to  anticipate  in  advance 
all  issues  and  concerns  which  may  later  be  reused  by  other  Departments  such  as  Muni  or  the  Department 
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of  Parking  and  Traffic.  Ultimately  the  scope  of  work  may  need  to  be  revised  after  approval  such  that  It 
adequately  addresses  the  issues  raised  by  all  City  agencies.  Any  contractual  arrangement  between  the 
project  sponsor  and  its  consultant  preparing  the  fransportation  report  should  reflect  flexibility  to  address 
other  Departments'  concerns  as  they  are  raised. 

Department  staff  should  be  contacted  to  discuss  the  appropriate  workscope  only  after  the  project  applicant 
has  filed  an  acceptable  Environmental  Evaluation  with  the  Department. 

4)  The  consultant  will  do  special  studies,  such  as  transportation  analysis,  and  may  prepare  an  initial  Study, 
so  that  OER  may  determine  whether  the  project  will  need  a  Negative  Declaration  or  an  EIR. 

5)  Based  on  the  approved  scope  of  work,  the  consultant  (or  its  subconsultant)  conducts  the  analysis  required 
independent  of  the  project  sponsor,  and  submits  drafts  directly  to  the  Department  for  review,  comment  and 
approval.  H  is  recognized  that  more  than  one  submittal  of  preliminary  transportation  findings  will  nonnaHy 
be  necessary  in  order  to  achieve  a  satisfactory  final  transportation  report.  It  is  expected  that  the  consuttant 
will  work  closely  with  Department  transportation  and  OER  staff  to  ensure  that  all  recommended  modifica- 
tions to  preliminary  draft  submittals  are  accomplished  in  a  timely  fashion.  H  is  expected  that  under  normal 
circumstances,  up  to  three  drafts  of  a  transportation  study  may  be  required  before  the  Department  accepts 
it  as  final. 

In  the  event  that  the  consultant  is  unable  to  produce  an  acceptable  final  transportation  report  within  three 
submittals,  absent  extenuating  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the  consuttant,  the  Department  will 
take  additional  time  and  exercise  greater  scrutiny  in  its  review  of  work  submitted  by  that  consultant  for 
future  projects,  resulting  in  significant  delays  to  the  project  sponsor. 

6)  Pertinent  information  from  the  final  transportation  report  will  be  summarized  for  inclusion  in  an  EIR  or 
Negative  Declaration.  The  specific  information  to  be  extracted  and  summarized,  and  the  manner  in  which 
this  information  is  to  be  presented  in  the  EIR  or  Negative  Declaration,  will  be  determined  on  a  case-by<ase 
basis  under  the  direction  and  guidance  from  the  OER  staff  person  assigned  to  the  project. 

The  selection  of  the  transportation  consultant  is  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor,  contingent  upon  submittal 
of  an  acceptable  work  scope  to  Department  staff.  The  consultant's  work  effort  is,  however,  to  be  entirely  under 
the  direction  of  the  assigned  Department  staff.  All  submittals  are  to  be  made  directiy  to  the  Department's  Office 
of  Environmental  Review.  Copies  of  the  draft  transportation  report  will  be  made  available  to  the  project  sponsor 
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only  in  very  unusual  circumstances,  and  any  comments  by  the  sponsor  must  be  directed  to  Department  staff, 
not  the  transportation  consultant  The  consultant  Is  expected  to  respond  fully  to  direction  by  Department  staff 
without  interference  from  the  project  sponsor  or  its  representatives. 

The  role  of  the  project  sponsor  and  its  representatives  during  the  preparation  of  the  transportation  report  should 
be  limited  to  provision  of  details  concerning  the  project,  response  to  recommended  changes  affecting  project 
circulation,  and  indication  of  support  or  lack  of  support  for  recommended  mitigation  measures  arxj  other 
transportation  improvements. 

Transportation  analysis  is  often  a  complex  and  lengthy  process.  The  Department  strongly  advises  that  It  begin 
as  early  as  possible,  to  avoid  unnecessary  delays. 
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Analysis  Guidelines 

Each  transportation  report  for  any  project  is  to  follow  a  consistent  format,  as  presented  here,  and  include  all  of 
the  elements  and  information  presented  in  these  guidelines. 

1.    Project  Description 

All  analyses  must  include  a  detailed  project  description.  This  information  is  to  be  presented  as  the  first 
section  of  the  document. 

The  project  description  must  include  the  following  Information: 

Case  file  number  for  the  project,  as  assigned  by  the  Department. 

Location  of  the  project  site  -  address.  Assessor's  Block  and  Lot  number(s),  cross  streets. 

Lot  area,  and  existing  and  proposed  zoning. 

Existing  and  proposed  total  square  footage  for  each  land  use  type  and  the  number  of  units  for 
residential,  hotel/motel,  and  live/work  projects,  including  net  changes  in  each  type  d  use. 

Existing  and  proposed  estimated  number  of  employees  and/or  residents  by  type  of  use,  Including 
net  changes  (Refer  to  Appendix  3  for  employment  and  residential  densities  by  land  use). 

Description  and  plans  for  existing  and  proposed  use  (if  any)  of  public  rights  of  way  by  present  or 
proposed  uses,  either  above  or  below  grade  (e.g.  air  rights,  surface  or  subsurface  revocable 
permits),  including  sidewalk  width  changes,  changes  in  width  or  number  of  traffic  lanes,  function 
o1  lanes  in  terms  d  Iraffic  channeSzation,  vid  dvection  of  travel. 
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Detailed  plans  showing  vehicular  and  pedestrian  site  access,  including  location  and  width  of  curb 
cuts  for  both  existing  and  proposed  uses,  and  proposed  internal  vehicular  circuiation,  presented 
in  standard  architectural  or  engineering  scale. 

•      Identification  of  all  approval  actions  required  by  City  departments,  including  use  permits,  vari- 
ances, encroachment  permits,  changes  in  public  rights-of-way. 

2.    Project  Setting 

The  setting  information  shall  be  presented  immediately  following  the  Project  Description,  as  a  discrete 
chapter  or  report  section.  The  goal  is  to  provide  a  brief  but  complete  description  of  existing  transportation 
infrastructure  and  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  (generally  a  radius  of  two  blocks  or  up  to  one 
quarter  mile).  Any  quantitative  information  necessary  to  make  comparisons  between  existing  conditions  and 
those  resulting  from  project  implementation  and  cumulative  development  should  be  limited  to  the  project 
impacts  discussions. 

The  specific  perimeters  of  the  study  area,  for  both  setting  and  project  impacts  analysis,  are  to  be  confirmed 
wnth  Department  staff  within  the  context  of  approval  for  a  scope  of  work. 

The  Setting  section  shall  include  the  following  text  information: 

Street  designations  as  provided  in  the  Master  Plan  (Major  or  Secondary  Thoroughfares,  Transit 
Preferential  Streets.  Bicycle  Routes,  etc.)  including  description  of  number  and  width  of  lanes, 
direction  of  flow,  presence  of  transit  preferential  lanes  or  peak  period  tow-away  lanes  affecting 
roadway  travel  capacity. 

.      Access  to  regional  highways  and  freeways,  including  location  of,  distance  from,  and  route  to  and 
from  on-ramps  and  off-ramps. 

Description  of  public  transit  routes  operating  on  streets  within  the  study  area,  by  operator  function 
(local,  express,  crosstown,  etc.),  service  areas,  hours  of  service  of  each  route,  and  type  of  vehicle 
(diesel  coach,  trolley  bus,  streetcar/subway,  etc.).  For  projects  subject  to  Code  Section  321 ,  the 
report  must  identify,  by  operator,  all  lines  writfiin  1/4, 1/3,  and  1/2  mile  radii  of  the  site. 


6 


Analysis  Guidelines 


Official  (legislated,  available  from  Department  of  Public  Works,  Maps  and  Surveys),  actual  and 
effective  widths  of  sidewalks  immediately  adjacent  to  tfie  project  site. 

Characteristics  of  parking  within  the  study  area  (typicafty  within  a  two  block  radius  of  the  site,  but 
as  determined  in  the  approved  scope  of  work),  including  number  of  on-street  parking  spaces, 
control  of  on-street  parking  (e.g.  meters,  signed  for  time  fimit,  neighborhood  residential  permit 
parking,  etc.).  number  of  off-street  parking  facilities  and  spaces,  and  vtrhether  off-street  parking  is 
provided  as  independently-accessible  stalls,  or  tandem/stacked  valet  operation.  Any  special 
circumstances  affecting  the  availability  of  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  (e.g. 
periods  of  peaking  in  parking  demand,  institutional  and  other  large  sources  of  localized  parking 
demand,  or  the  area's  relative  degree  of  parking  need  as  documented  in  the  1965  Neighborhood 
Parking  Plan  or  other  relevant  studies)  are  to  be  noted. 

The  Setting  section  shall  also  provide  graphics,  including: 

Street  maps  of  the  study  area  showing:  street  names,  number  and  direction  of  lanes;  transit  senrice 
by  line  number  and  with  stop  locations  klentified;  and  location  and  amount  of  parking  fadlrties.  Fa 
projects  subject  to  Code  Section  321,  the  transit  map  is  to  show  1/4, 1/3,  and  1/2  mile  radii  lines. 


3.    Travel  Demand  Analysis 

Net  new  travel  demand  generated  by  the  project  is  to  be  estimated,  based  on  the  difference  between 
existing  and  proposed  land  uses.  Person  trip  generation  rates  per  employee,  unit  of  square  footage  for  each 
land  use.  or  other  unit  of  measure  as  shown  in  Appendix  1,  are  to  be  used. 

Each  analysis  should  apply  these  trip  generation  rates  individually  to  existing  and  proposed  uses,  and  show 
the  difference  ("net  new")  by  land  use  and  in  aggregate. 

The  Travel  Demand  Analysis  is  to  include  the  following,  unless  othenwse  directed  in  the  work  scope: 

Project  trip  generation  (24-hour,  P.M.  Peak  Period  and  P.M.  Peak  Hour)  by  land  use  for  existing 
uses  and  the  project;  and 
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•  Tables  showing  net  new  person  trips  distributed  to  various  directions  of  travel,  and  assigned  to  the 
appropriate  modes  (auto,  transit,  walk  and  other).  Modal  assignment  should  also  be  calculated  for 
daily,  P.M.  Peak  Hour  and  P.M.  Peak  Period  in  all  situations  (show  OUTBOUND  ONLY  for  projects 
in  C-3  District,  SOMA  and  Mission  Bay  projects). 

Note  that  the  weekday  P.M.  Peak  Period  is  generally  4  rOO-e.'OO,  and  counts  will  be  conducted  at  least  during  this 
period.  For  projects  in  the  greater  downtown,  the  P.M.  Peak  hour  is  4:30-530.  For  projects  in  other  areas  the 
traffic  counts  will  show  the  actual  peak  hour  for  adjacent  streets.  The  Department  may  also  request  counts  for 
different  times  to  reflect  the  peak  period  of  trip  generation  by  the  land  use  if.  based  on  informed  knowledge  of 
the  project  and  its  vicinity,  it  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  conditions  during  such  time  may  i>e  worse  than 
during  typical  weekday  P.M.  Peak  Hour  or  Peak  Period. 

Previous  analyses  have  shown  that  wori^  and  nonwork  travel  have  different  geographic  distn*butions  and  mode 
splits.  Appendix  2  gives  Wort^/Nonwork  trip  splits  by  land  use.  The  trip  distribution  and  modal  splits  shown  in 
Appendix  3  are  to  be  applied  to  work  or  non  work  travel  components  for  the  various  land  uses,  by  time  period 
of  analysis,  in  calculating  the  distribution  and  mode  of  total  net  project  travel. 

4.    Transpoi'tation  Impacts  Analysis 

Analysis  for  all  projects  is  to  be  conducted  for  project-specific  impacts,  and  for  cumulative  impacts. 

A.     Traffic  Impacts 

Traffic  impacts  text  should  begin  with  a  concise  discussion  of  the  cumulative  context.  Year 
2000(or  other  long-range  horizon  year)  analysis  is  to  assume  a  grovdh  factor  for  "back- 
ground" traffic,as  specified  in  Appendix  4.  Traffic  generated  by  the  project  alone,  and  by 
all  known  projectsapproved  or  under  formal  review  in  the  general  vidnity  of  the  project  site, 
are  to  be  expressed  asa  percentage  of  this  overall  growth  factor.  If  the  percentage  seems 
to  be  so  Ngh  as  to  represent  an  unreasonable  share  of  the  anticipated  horizon  year  growth 
or  exceed  the  overall  growth  factor  ,tfie  consuHant  will  need  to  discuss  the  issue  with  De- 
partment staff  to  determine  the  appropriate  methodology. 

Specific  methodology  guidelines  are  provided  in  Appendix  4.  The  specific  intersections  to 
be  analyzed  will  be  identified  in  the  approved  scope  of  wori^for  the  transportation  analysis. 
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Intersection  Level  of  Service  analysis  for  P.M.  Peak  Hour  (unless  other  periods  are  also 
specified  in  the  work  scope),  including  a  table  showing  comparison  for  each  identified 
Intersection  between  existing,  existing  plus  project,  and  a  future  horizon  year  (inclusion  of 
project  traffic  is  assumed,  not  addKive  for  horizon  year  analysis). 

B.      Transit  Impacts 

In  the  case  of  downtown  projects,  year  2000  conditions  for  the  Muni  and  regional  transit 
screenlines  for  outbound  travel,  as  expressed  in  the  Mission  Bay  FEIR,  are  to  be  used  to 
describe  the  cumulative  context.  Similar  to  traffic  impacts  analysis,  the  net  new  transit  trips 
generated  by  the  project  should  be  cited,  and  also  expressed  as  a  percentage  of 
cumulative  growth  by  operator. 

For  projects  outside  of  the  C-3,  SOMA  and  Mission  Bay  districts,  assessment  of  PM.  Peak 
Hour  and  Peak  Period  conditions  for  transit  operations  should  reflect  travel  patronage  dis- 
tributed among  the  various  lines  serving  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  but  not  include  a  line- 
by-line  analysis.  The  aggregation  wouid  be  expressed  as  the  averaged  load  factor  for  all 
lines  serving  the  project  vicinity  (e.g.  If  the  project  is  served  by  the  71 , 7, 6, 33,  and  N-Judah 
lines,  express  the  load  factor  as  an  average  of  all  5  lines).  Neighborhood  projects  need  not 
assume  cumulative  patronage  growth  for  any  future  horizon  year. 

Load  factors  for  the  aggregated  lines  are  to  be  dted  for  existing,  existing  plus  project  and, 
for  downtown  projects,  the  horizon  year,  during  P.M.  Peak  Hour  and  Peak  Period  condi- 
tions, it  should  be  noted  whether  the  project  is  upstream  or  downstream  from  the  Maximum 
Load  Points  (MLPs)  for  Muni  lines  serving  the  project 

The  estimated  number  of  trips  which  transfer  between  regional  carriers  and  Muni  fines 
serving  the  project  should  be  included  in  the  Muni  assignment. 

For  downtown  and  vicinity  projects,  BART  demand  for  West  Bay  and  East  Bay  directions 
of  travel  should  be  shown  separately. 
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Guidelines  for  Euvironmeittal  Revieiv:  Transportation  Impacts 

C.     Parking  Impacts 

Project  parking  demand  is  to  be  calcuiated  for  both  long-term  and  short-term  users  for  com- 
mercial projects,  and  tor  resident  parting  demand  in  projects  which  include  housing. 

In  some  situations  (e.g.  when  overlapping  work  shifts  of  the  project  or  adjacent  uses  cause 
an  accumulation  of  parking  demand  greater  than  the  daily  average  total],  accumulated 
peak  parking  demand  and  its  impact  shoukf  also  be  quantified. 

If  a  proposed  project  would  displace  existing  parking,  characteristics  of  such  parking 
should  be  accounted  for  as  follows: 

(1)  the  amount  of  parking  reserved  for  the  exclusive  use  by  employees  and  wshors  of 
uses  currently  on  the  she;  and 

(2)  ff)e  amount  of  on-site  parking  which  is  considered  required  accessory  parking  to 
off -site  land  uses. 

(3)  the  amount  of  parking  available  to  the  general  public,  characterized  separately  by 
long  term  (monthly  or  other  leases)  and  short  term  (available  at  hourly  or  daily 
rates); 

Project  parking  demand  (including,  if  appropriate,  demand  for  parking  displaced)  should 
be  compared  to  Planning  Code  requirements,  and  to  the  amount  of  parking  to  be  provided. 

Impacts  of  any  deficiency  in  parking  supply  relative  to  estimated  demand,  including  current 
users  of  public  parking  to  be  displaced  by  the  project,  should  be  quantified  in  terms  of  the 
estimated  resultant  increase  in  occupancy  of  available  on  street  and  off  street  fadiities. 

The  amounts  of  bicycle  and  handicapped  parking  to  be  provided  are  to  be  cHed  and 
compared  vMth  Code  requirements  (including  State  and  other  as  appropriate  for  handi- 
capped parking)  and  estimated  demand. 

Identification  of  any  parking  access  affecting  a  Transit  Preferential  Street,  or  any  street 
identified  in  the  Master  Plan  for  full  or  partial  priority  for  pedestrians,  and  any  potential 
conflicts  affecting  transit,  pedestrian  or  vehicular  flow. 


Analysis  Guidelines 


Any  special  circumstances  affecting  the  availability  of  parking  in  tfie  vicinity  of  tf>e  proposed 
project  as  identified  in  the  Setting  Section  are  to  be  taken  into  conskieration  in  the  analysis 
and  noted. 

D.     Pedestrian  Impacts 

Pedestrian  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project  should  be  estimated  for  P.M.  Peak 
Hour,  midday,  and/or  the  proposed  project's  peak  period  of  trip  generation. 

Level  of  service  conditions  when  appropriate  for  existing,  existing  plus  project  scenarios 
are  to  be  calculated  according  to  direction  from  Department  OER  and  Transportation  staff. 
Pushkarev  and  Zupan  pedestrian  Level  of  Service  standards  and  methodology  for 
Average  Row  Characteristics  Related  to  Row  In  Platoons,  or  1985  Highway  Capacity 
Manual  methodology  (Chapter  13),  is  considered  acceptable  for  the  analysis;  appropriate 
references  are  to  be  included. 

In  the  downtown  area,  growth  factors  used  for  future  traffic  analysis  are  also  to  be  used  to 
determine  growth  in  pedestrian  travel. 

Midblock  pedestrian  Level  of  Service  analysis  may,  in  some  situations,  be  requested  in 
addition  to  Level  of  Service  analysis  at  pedestrian  crossing  (intersection)  locations. 

E.      Freight  Loading  and  Service  Impacts 

Off-street  truck  loading  requirements  should  be  specified  according  to  tiie  Planning  Code. 

Project  trvck  loading  demand  and  service  rate  for  peak  loading  period  and  tiie  entire  day 
should  be  estimated,  using  the  data  shown  in  Appendix  7,  and  compared  witti  Planning 
Code  requirements  and  proposed  on-site  facilities. 

The  location,  number  and  dimensions  (including  vertical  clearance)  of  all  spaces  provided 
for  freight  and  service  functions,  including  van  size  spaces  substituted  for  full  size  spaces, 
are  to  be  specified.  The  tocation  of  freight  elevators  relative  to  all  loading  and  service 
periling  areas  is  to  be  shown,  with  clear  identification  of  the  circulation  path  between  the 
loading/service  stalls  and  elevators. 
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If  demand  exceeds  supply  for  "average"  conditions,  especially  if  no  off-street  loading 
facilities  are  proposed  to  t>e  inciuded  with  the  project,  quantification  of  resulting  impacts 
(e.g.  time  of  day,  number  of  instances  and  duration  of  double-parked  vehicles}  sfiouid  be 
made,  and  details  should  be  provided  regarding  how  service  needs  would  be  accommo- 
dated. 

If  truck  movements  would  require  backing  into  or  out  of  the  site  on  public  rights  of  way,  the 
resuftant  delays  to  taffic,  transit  vehicles  and  pedestrians  are  to  be  characterized. 

Identification  of  truck  loading  access  affecting  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  or  any  street 
identified  in  the  Master  Plan  for  fuH  or  partial  priority  for  pedestrians,  and  any  poternial 
conflicts  affecting  transit,  pedestrian  or  vehicular  flow. 

in  the  case  that  a  proposed  project  would  rely  on  curbside  yellow  loading  zones,  an 
occupancy  and  turnover  analysis  is  to  be  conducted  for  existing  curbside  bading  spaces 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  to  estimate  the  probat^e  availability  of  such 
spaces  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  proposed  project,  primarily  during  the  1 0.O0  A.M.  to  3X)0 
P.M.  weekday  period  but  also  inclusive  of  additional  times  as  warranted  for  the  spedfic 
use(s}  proposed. 

If  applicable,  the  extent  of  taxi,  tour  bus,  or  other  types  of  passenger  loading  and  unloading 
needs  should  be  specified  Including  details  regarding  how  these  functions  would  be 
served.  Where  a  porte  cochere  or  other  off-streel  passenger  loading  area  is  required  or 
provided,  include  plans  showing  location,  lanes,  circulation,  and  all  dimensions.  Any  plans 
to  seek  colored  marked  curbside  areas  from  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  should 
be  noted. 

F.      Construction  Impacts 

The  number  of  daily  and  P.M.  peak  period  constructk>n  truck  trips,  by  constmction  phase, 
should  be  dted. 
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Analysis  Guidelines 


Closure  or  temporary  use  of  pedestrian  ways,  parking  lanes  or  traffic  lanes  is  to  be 
identified,  indicating  tfie  extent  and  duration  of  such  dosure  or  temporary  use.  Impacts 
associated  with  such  occupation  of  public  rights  of  way  should  be  quantified,  in  terms  of 
periling  bst  effects  on  transit  operations  and  loading,  or  temporary  degradation  in  levels 
of  service  for  intersections  and/or  pedestrians. 

in  large  projects,  the  staging  of  construction  trucks  for  materials  deFrvery  should  be  cited, 
and  parking  needs  of  constmction  workers  identified. 

5.   Appropriate  Transportation  Mitigation  Measures 

Transportation  reports  are  frequently  used  not  only  for  environmental  evaluation  but  also  in  the  conditional  use 
and  other  permit  processes.  It  is  important  to  recognize  the  cfifferences  between  these  processes. 

Mitigation  measures  required  to  deal  with  impacts  determined  to  be  environmentally  significant  accortfing  to 
CEO  A  standards  should  be  clearly  kjentlfied.  When  CEQA  based  mitigation  is  included  as  a  condition  of  approval 
for  a  project,  a  monitoring  program  for  each  mitigation  measure  is  also  required  and  must  be  cited. 

There  are  also  cases  in  which  no  sign'ificam  transportation  impacts  are  Wentified  and  mitigation  is  vo\  required. 
In  these  cases,  there  may  be  desirable  measures  to  improve  transportation  conditions  which  may  be 
recommended  and  subsequently  included  as  conditions  of  project  approval.  Such  measures  are  NOT  to  be 
termed  as  "mitigation." 

(litigation  measures  required  under  CEQA  should  be  dearly  distinguished  from  recommended  transportation 
improvements  which  are  not  related  to  CEQA  requirements. 

Whenever  either  type  of  measure  is  identified,  the  following  must  be  dted: 

K  implementation  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  project  sponsor,  Indicate  whether  the  project 
sponsor  supports  or  fails  to  support  each  specific  recommendation. 

K  implementation  would  be  the  responability  of  the  City  or  another  agency,  the  responsible 
department  or  agency  should  be  identified  and  its  position  on  each  recommendation  should  be 
stated. 
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Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts 

Typical  transportation  mitigation  measures  for  downtown  area  projects,  to  address  signtficant  impacts  as  defined 
by  CEQA  standards,  are  shown  in  Appendix  6.  While  some  of  these  may  be  appropriate  for  projects  outside  of 
the  downtown  area,  mitigation  measures  for  such  projects  would  generally  be  a  function  of  the  specific  conditions 
and  impacts  identified  by  the  fransportation  study  for  each  project. 

6.   Appen  dices  fo  r  In  elusion  in  Transportation  Reports 

The  following  appendices  are  to  be  included  with  all  transportation  analyses: 

•  Complete  sets  of  all  traffic  and  pedestrian  counts. 

•  Complete  sets  of  all  traffic  and  pedestrian  Level  of  Service  calculations. 

•  Complete  sets  of  all  analysis  assumptions  (including  trip  generation  rates,  transit  patronage  and 
capacities,  pari^ing  turnover  rates,  mode  spirts,  etc.). 

Intersection  LOS  definitions  and  descriptions. 

Transit  LOS  definitions  and  descriptions,  including  photographs  of  typical  conditions  representing 
each  LOS. 

Pedestrian  LOS  definitions  and  descriptions,  including  photographs  of  typical  conditions  repre- 
senting each  LOS. 

Transportation  Study  Scope  of  Work  Acknowledgement  and  Approval  form,  completed  by  the 
Department  and  showing  approval,  and  a  copy  of  the  approved  scope  of  work. 
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Technical  Appendices  to  Cuiddines 


APPENDIX  1 


Trip  Generation  Rates  for  Typical  Land  Uaes 


DaHy  P»r»en  Trip  Rate 

fJL  Paak  Fareantagt  of  Dally  Trlpi 

Und  Um 

Far  EfTiplojraa 

Par  Unit  Land  Um"' 

Paak  Hour  Pi 

lak  Partod 

UnOef  1O0.OO0GSF 

208 

4.08 

19.6 

9.5 

15.6 

100.OOV200.000 

227 

SJB 

14.9 

10.5 

17J 

ovw  200,000  GSF 

276 

8.06 

11.1 

11J 

18.6 

C-3  Secondary  Olfice 

276 

5.0 

18.1 

«.€ 

11.5 

GovwTwni  Olfice 

172 

12.2 

71.0 

8.0 

10.0 

Biz^  Office 

210 

3.4 

16.2 

12.5 

20.5 

Ofher  Office 

276 

5.0 

18.1 

8.5 

14.0 

General  Convenience 

Retan 

350 

52.5 

150 

4.0 

80 

Sales  'Shcwrooms 

Composile  Rate 

721 

22.0 

30.5 

8.6 

12.0 

Buf^.  Sales 

719 

33.6 

46.7 

8.€ 

12.0 

Showrooms 

830 

5.0 

6.0 

8.6 

12.0 

Sef  vices 

Comp?stif  Rale 

€55 

10.0 

15.2 

8.7 

11.0 

Service  Deliver 

1234 

6.5 

5.3 

3.7 

11.0 

Service  Repair 

775 

23.8 

30.7 

3.7 

11.0 

Service  fnsllfJlional 

248 

7.1 

28.6 

3.7 

11.0 

Distrlbuttcn 

1234 

1i6 

102 

3.2 

8.5 

MaTJfacturhg 

567 

4.5 

7.9 

^Z4 

19.0 

Coi"u  L/nn'.na 

ComposHe  Rate 

€00.0 

13.5 

27.0 

Oualif)'  Sit  DovkTi 

200.0 

13.5 

27.0 

Past-Food 

1400.0 

13.5 

27.0 

C-3  Hotel 

908 

15.8 

17.4 

3.2 

7.0 

Hotel'Motel 

822 

17.9 

21.8 

5.5 

11.0 

Athletic  Clubs 

57.0 

10.5 

Billiards  Parlors 

40.0 

Daycare  Centers 

67.0 

18.0 

N/A 

■  Residential 

Single  Famfly'-2+ 

10.0^ 

17^ 

21.0 

Bdrm.  Multi-Unit 

1  Bdrm  ./Studio 

7.8« 

17J 

21.0 

NOTES :  (t  )Gro5s  Square  Faat  per  amployee 

(2)  Trips  per  1.000  GSf  unless  off>«nwi$t  apadfiad 

(3)  Trips  per  Miard  table 
{4)Trips  pv  unit 


Source:  Mission  Bay  FEIR 

South  ol  Market  FEIR 

Trip  Generation,  51h  Edilton,  TTE 
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APPENDIX  2 


Percent  Work/NorvWorti  Trip  Split 

24-Hour 

Fjyi  PMk  Hour 

PJM.  PMk  Period 

WorK/Nor>-Work 

Work/Norv-Work 

Work/NorHWorfc 

C-3  Districts 

Primary/Back  Office 

96/64 

83/17 

83/17 

Government  Office 

20/80 

83/17 

83/17 

Hotel 

12/88 

60/40 

64/36 

Retail 

4/96 

4/96 

4/96 

Non  C-3  Districts 

Primary  Office 

96/64 

83/17 

78/22 

Back  Office 

53/47 

83/17 

78/22 

Government  Office 

20/60 

83/17 

76/22 

Convenience  Retail 

8/92 

5050 

90/70 

HoteI'Motel 

10/90 

4555 

29/71 

Sales/Showrooms 

8/92 

3357 

23/77 

Service 

16/82 

75/25 

3357 

Distribulion 

14/86 

75/25 

75/25 

Manufacturing 

40/50 

67/33 

60/40 

IndustrialAVarehouse 

Automotive  Parking 

43,'57 

4357 

53/47 

Residential 

33/67 

5050 

5050 

Source:       Mission  Bay  FEIR,  Soutti  of  Market  FEIR 

For  commerciallndustrial  uses,  100%  of  ail  work  trips  during  P.M.  peak,  and  50%  of  all  norv-woik  trips  during  P.M.  peak, 

are  outbound. 


For  residential  uses,  all  P.M.  peak  wort;  trips  and  33%  of  all  P.M.  pe^  non-work  trips  are  inbound  to  ttie  project;  resident 
inbound 'outbound  trip  directions  may  or  may  not  correspond  to  peak  outbound  regional  travel  direction. 
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  Technical  Appendices  to  Cuiddities 

APPENDIX  3.1 


Offlw  Journey  to  Work  Trips  BtMd  on 
P.M.  Puk  Period  ResMential  Distribution  and  Mode  SplH 


OittTfeution  Mode  Spin 


NESinFnnaseo                                    10%                                          CMvvAiem  f% 

Cvpeel  S 

MUNI  42 

BART  1 

Walk  47 

Oihr  1 

NW  San  Fnneisco                                     17%                                           CWvtAlew  t9% 

Crpeel  11 

MUNI  U 

Wm  I 

SE  SanFrandstc                                                                                     DrtvaAtora  tS% 

Clfpool  11 

MUNI  S3 

BART  19 

Olhtr  9 

SW  San  Franssrc                                      17%                                           OrtvtAlent  11% 

Crpoel  14 

MUNI  C2 

BART  S 

OHmr  1 

No'^hBa.                                                11%                                              DitvcAlent  11% 

Cwpeol  14 

Vinpeol  1 

Chtntf/OubBus  4 

OGBut  41 

feny  12 

Ees-Ea.                                               27*/.                                           DrtvtAim*  e% 

Carp»er  S 

Vtnpoot  C 

BART*  K 

AC  22 

Ctoftof/CiubBus  1 

ftny  1 

Pt'i'isj's                                               S%                                            Ortvt  Atent  X3  % 

C«peel  24 

Vanpoel  1 

MUNI  2 

BART  IS 

tmTfim  t 

Carrntn  IB 

Olhar  1 

tfrttma'tcCS                                             4%                                             CWMtAJont  t% 

MUNI  40 

BART  1 

OHwr  S 


T  M  Pca^  moda'  9inc  te  the  Em  Bay  hava  bvan  adfJtiad  to  aeeeum  lor  iwtvm  trtpt  do  BART,  AC  Transtt  and  Drtvt  Alona  mottt*  by  ttieaa  wtn 
patiipa'e  in  •  casja'  carpools  "  lor  ttwir  mornng  eommine.  As  a  i»$ut!.  aha»»$  lor  thaat  thrat  metfas  an  Nghar  and  earpool  itwda!  ahai»  H  \m  >n  tt» 
♦vfmoc  l^ign  thes»  r*fl»;(»d  in  praviouj  guidatirwt  wWch  panaraHy  raHtelw*  morning  eoffimuU  mod*  A<ff)flman«i  wara  baiad  en  iveanl  piMthad 
raKa'ih  a'rt  rtreni  eommoie  aurvayj.  u  ralannead  batow. 


Source:  South  el  Markat  FEIR.  Dapatmant  trampotUHon  fnoM  hipms  lor  C-3  DIftrtet 

"Casua'  CarpeoHng  (n  tha  San  Franeiaw  Bay  Araa";  Siava  Baroide,  Tianaportalon  Ouartarly.  January  lltO 
'1990  Yaar  End  Rapon  to  tha  Oly  Planning  Commlssion'a  TMA  of  San  f  randace,  Daoainbar  1990. 
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Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts 

APPENDIX  3 J 

C«3  Non-Office  Journey  to  Wort^  Trips  Based  on  P.M.  Peak  Period  Residential  DIstribirtlon  and  fctede  Split 

Oittrfbution  Modt  Spilt 


NESanFmndKO  11.4%  OitnAtora  L2% 

Ctrpoel  L6 

MUNI  42J 
BART  9£ 
4IJ 

Ohtr  1J 

NWSanFnndteo  20.3%  DrtvtAtom  S.1% 

Carpeel  11.C 

MUNI  nj 
BART  e.2 

e.7 

Othr  e.C 

SE  San  Fnneisco  13.2%  CMvaAiena  27.t% 

Cifpee)  10.4 
Vanpoel  1.C 

MUNI  CO 

BART  10.0 
IWtIK  0.5 

Oltar  1.0 

SW  San  Franasto  23.0%  CWt^Alena  ll.rA 

Ctrpool  10.8 

Vanpoel  0.3 

MUNI  C1.S 

BART  1.3 

Olhar  0.8 

Prunsuiz  7.r^  OrtvaAtona  23.1% 

CaipoDl  24.S9 

Vrpool  0.9 

MUNI  2.0 

BART  24.8 

SamTfBTB  8.5 

CaTTnln  15.1 

Olhtr  1.1 

Ees'Bav  11.8%  DrivtAlena  l.f% 

Carpoel  18.0 

Varpool  8.7 

BART  47.8 

AC  22.0 

Ctwiar  0.7 

NonbBB)  2.7%  IMvaAiena  27  J% 

Cafpeel  144 

Varpool  2.3 

OGBus  BP  4 

fairy  11.1 

Ctanar  4.8 

Othar  0.2 

(ntema'  10.0%  IMiwAlona  2.1% 

Caipoel  0.7 

MUNI  40.1 

BART  0.7 
145 

Olhar  1.0 


Source  Mission  Bay  FEIR.  Supporting  Documtntation  Vol.  VI.  1965  ScfMf«na  Fwvcuts 
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APPENDIX  3 J 


C-3  Norv-Work  Trips  Based  on  P.M.  PmK  Period  Residential  Distrfcutlon  tnd  Mode  Split 

Dtitrfbutlfift 

Had*  fifilH 

NE  Sm  Frandste  1.0% 

MvtAleni 

93 

MUNI 

13.1 

■ART 

8J 

•8.1 

1.1 

KW  San  Fnnciteo  1.0% 

Mvf  Aim 

22.4% 

so.o 

MUNI 

•4.1 

BART 

92 

104 

Oltar 

2.9 

SE       Fr>id$;c  2.0% 

Mm  Atom 

29.4% 

Caipeel 

90.0 

MUNI 

2U 

BART 

1SJ 

Walk 

» 

Olt«r 

2.1 

SV;  St^  Franrstc  2.0*,, 

20.7% 

munT 

22.2 

40.4 

BART 

6.0 

Olhir 

1.7 

|Mv«  Atom 

45.S% 

Carpeol 

27J 

MUNI 

1.0 

BART 

f.O 

SwiTfwns 

B.0 

CcTTriTn 

1.1 

Olhr 

OJ 

Eef  Bay  6.0% 

44.0% 

Caipeel 

17.5 

BART 

24.3 

AC 

R2 

Non^.  Bay  2.0% 

CMvvAtom 

14.9% 

Caipeel 

&2 

OGBus 

f  any 

2J 

Inwma'  §3.0% 

MvaAtom 

•.t% 

Caipeel 

MUNI 

13.1 

BART 

BJ 

Walk 

•1.1 

Other 

1.1 

Sc'j're      M-ition  Bay  FHIR.  Supportng  Doeuimmaton  Vol  VI.  1985  SereerAnt  Foivcatts 
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APPENDIX  3.4 


SOMA/Mission  Bay  Office  Joumey*To-Work  Trips 
Based  on  P.M.  Peak  Period  Residential  Distribution  and  Mode  SplH 


Distribution 

Mod*  Spin 

• 
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MUNI 
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BART 
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13.7 

FeTHsuia 
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BART 

11.C 
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1C.1 

CtfTnm 
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S.8 

Ess'  Bi\ 

2C.S% 

IMv*Alon» 

11J% 

Caipoel 
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Vanpeel 

lOJ 

BART 

22.3 

AC 

ti.c 

ClaftrBus 

2.S 

Non^  Bay 

10.1% 

Dviva  Alona 

13.S% 

C>fpool 

1SJ 

OOBus 

R.1 

11.0 

ClwlarBut 

•J 

Iniamai  10  SOMA  and 

Mission  Bay 

2.1% 

IMvt  Alona 

22- r% 

Cwppol 

18.4 

MUNI 

«1J 

11.1 

• 

Seurre-  South  of  Martial  PEIR:  artraelad  tnm  Dtpl.  modal  Inpifl  Ubtai  tor  Subaraa  2  w«hin  tta  SOMA  itu*)'  ana. 

which  ivprasants  tha  biA  el  effiea  apaea. 
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SOMA  and  Mission  Bay  Non-Otfi»Joum«y-to-Worfc  Trtpi  and  Non-Work  Trtpi 
Based  on  P.M.  PaaK  Period  Residential  Distribution  and  Mode 

^  A  *  *l  Wt  ail  A  ah 

Moot  spin 

i 
1 

Work^orv^Wortc 

WorkMoivWerfc 

NE  Sin  Fnndsco 
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14.7  /1I.0 
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Mn 

—   /  Z.V 

/  ■••lb 

Ratlin  nl 

»JC  /  99.V 

If.  m  MM  J 

fl9  /  _ 

MUNI 

43X  /24.0 

Walk 

-  /- 

v.f  /  9.0 

117  y  90 

« 1 f  94 .  vW 

Cifpool 

MUNI 

33.1  /24.0 

BART 

SJ  /- 

WliK 

A  7  /  9  n 

V./  /  9.V 

9  B  /  9  B 
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AC  /  _ 
If.v  /  • 

9^  /  91  n*z. 

49. Jw/  99.17% 

Cwpoot 

lie  / 9C n 
II.*  /  Jt.V 

kit  iMi 

M.9  f  c9.V 

K  9  /  _ 

Walk 

0.5  /  3.0 

Oltiir 

3.0  /  - 

1M  1*/.  /  <l  9*/. 
IB.1  M  /  Suet* 

W.  1^  f  9B.V>» 

Clfpoot 

111  / K9 n 

11.1  f  Sc.v 
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A  9  / 

EA1  nji 
MUNI 

n  9  i 

BART 

1.4  / 

SimTnrB 

8.0  / 

49  B  / 

1.1  / 
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CIS*  Biy 

CV.vn  f  99.V>t 

Caipoel 

lli  /S2.0 

Vvpsei 

4.0  / 

•AST 

•4  9/ 
99.9  r 

Aw 

9f  9  / 
II*  / 

Ctvfttr 

nonn  BSy 

11.0%/  8.3% 

41  Ml  /  4B  n*z. 

Csipool 

MB  /  K9  n 
99J>  /  BaCv 

ft  9  / 

OOBus 

t4J  / 

^ — 

CK  / 

CMntr 

1.7/ 

tntimii  te  SOMA 

8.2%/ei.0% 

Ovtw  Aloni 

11.2%/ 93.0% 

Ctrpeol 

CI  /35.0 

Virpeol 

04 

MUNI 

43  J  /11.0 

BART 

2.0 

30.1 

Olhvf 

OJ  /  OJ(blkB) 

Source      South  of  Martie'.  FEIR.  baexground  bonimtmt  (or  Dtpinnwni  motM  trputi 
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APPENDIXES 


Van  Ness  Avenu«  Commercial  Journey  To  Woric  Trips 

Based  onP.M.  Peak  Period  Trip  Distribution  and  Mode  Split 

CN»trfbutien 

Med*  Split 

Mr  ^an  Cf 

MTU 

DrtyiAleni 

CBfpOOl 

MUNI 

43.4 

4U 

om»r 

«  m 

tX 

no  sin  rivncisco 

OrNt  Atom 

Catpoel 

M.B 

MUNI 

Vl.V 

Walk 

2.0 

Olhtr 

1J 

Cr  Can  Crvnnc*A 

17.0% 

Dvti^  Aloni 

Ciipeel 

17.5 

MW1 

M.v 

BART 

ii.e 

0.4 

Oltar 

1.7 

ClA.'  Cam  CffWa^MSAak 

cv>  5B"  rnnasco 

Ortw  Alofv 

Catpool 

IC  1 

MUNI 

n  • 

N.S 

BART 

3.9 

Olhsr 

1.4 

11.3% 

Ditvt  Alem 

Ctrpool 

MUNI 

9  A 

BART 

1I.C 

StmTrans 

1.1 

•  • 

EES  68) 

19.0% 

Dvtv9  Atena 

Carpool 

12.D 

Vanpool 

4.1 

BART 

K.4 

AC 

Noin  Bay 

•.r^ 

0>»v«Alena 

11.7m 

Caipod 

I4.B 

OGBus 

as.b 

4.0 

ChartarfCkA  But 

2.0 

OrtvaAlona 

12  4«>. 

Van  Ntij  ComdoT 

Carpool 

0.7 

MUNI 

27.3 

WalK 

ni 

Olhar 

e.i 

Sourcs         Van  Ness  Avanua  FER.  Appandix  I 
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APPENDIX  3.7 


Van  Ness  Avenue  Commercial  Non-Work  Trips 
Based  onP.M.  Peak  Period  Trip  Distribution  and  Mode  Split 


Distribution  Mode  Split 


HZ  Sif*  Frtndiro 

13.0% 

37.4% 

1S.I 

MUNI 

ie4 

Wrik 

14.0 
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14 
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2J 
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18.1% 
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10.9% 

Ccipool 

11.4 
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21.0 

BART 

42 

3.6 

Olhtr 

1J 

SW  Sai  frz-.oszo 

Drtvt  Alona 

47.5% 
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10.9 

MUNI 

X.4 

BART 

3.5 

Olhar 

1.7 

B.9% 

29.5 

MUNI 

0.2 

BART 

7.0 
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3.0 

OUiar 

ts 

Ets'  Bay 

147% 
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43.9% 

Ctipeol 

7.5 

BART 

44.0 

AC 

4.C 

Nonn  Bay 
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00  Bus 

40.0 

4.7 
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7.0% 
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13.9% 
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Cvpool 

U 
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10.1 

WaMi 

«.9 

OJ 

Source  Van  N9*s  Awnua  FEIR,  Apptndli  I 
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APPENDIX  3 J 


Van  Ness  Avenue  ResMent  Trips 
Based  on  P.M.  Peak  Perkxj  Distrfbutlon'  and  Mode  SpHt 

wivinvwiivn 
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2.7%/  5.4% 

ae.7%/10.4% 

Cifpool 
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1.8/  0 

BART 
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Olhar 

1.7/  0 
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DftvaAien* 

70.0%/S5.1% 

Carpoel 

1.0  /22  1 

BART 

18.0  /42.0 

AC 

1.0  /  0.8 

CtitntrrClubBut 

2.0  /  0 

Ner'»  Bay 

1J%/ 1.1% 

CMv*  Alen* 

71.0%/ 12.4% 

Cfrpool 

173  /  87.6 

OGBus 

CO  /  0 

OantffCtub  But 

IJ  /  0 

Np-na'  te 

e%/57J% 

DrtwAiont 

a  /4.4% 
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0  /  1.7 

MUNI 

0  /2C.0 

WtfK 
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Source  V'ln  Ness  Avorwt  FEIR.  Apptf>dl)(  t 


•N:ie  that  lor  work  trips,  ptogriphi:  ditrtbirtion  ivprwMnts  trip  eripn  loeiton;  all  work  trip  dtrtnatlonj  ar*  within  tht  Van  Ntst  A»»nu»  ConWor. 
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APPENDIX  3.9 


Trip  Distribution  and  Modal  Split  for  Chinatown 


In  an  other  NCS's  or  neighborhoods,  mode  splits  shall  l>e  based  on  surveys  of  existing  similar  uses  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  project  or  other  means,  as  directed  by  Department  staff  through  the  work  scope. 


Chinatown 

Work  Trips 

Non-Wert(  Trips 

DIstrlbutlen 

Mods  Spilt 

Distribution 

Mods  8pm 

mm/ 

r% 

26% 

7% 
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4% 

15% 
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8% 
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^/ 
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8% 

3% 
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5% 
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55% 
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7% 
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Drive  Alone 

52% 

4% 

38% 

6iur*d  Ride 

16% 

60% 

BarVOlher  Transit 

32*/. 

2% 

Sourre  Transponaiton  irrpaei  Anat^  tor  CMnawwn  Razontng.  Jnn  87.  DCP 
•ShaT e  Ride  Vehicle  Orcupancy  Assumed  si  2.7  ptrsons  par  veWe*e 
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APPENDIX  3.10 


Commercial  Trip  Modal  Splits  for  Districts  Surveyvd 
In  ttie  Neighbortiood  Commercial  Razoning  Study 

Modal  distnbution  of  person  trips  for  projects  In  the  Geary  Street  Polk  Street  and  Broadway  NCD's  only  shall  be 
shown  among  auto,  transit,  pedestrian,  and  other  modes  based  on  the  following  survey  results  from  NCRS  EIR, 
Appendix  B. 


Geary  Blvd. 

Polk  SI 

Broadway 

Drive 

23% 

24% 

44% 

MUNI 

39% 

11% 

13% 

Walk 

26% 

62% 

33% 

Other 

2% 

3% 

11% 

Average  Auto 

Occupancy 

2.1% 

2.0% 

2.6% 

In  all  other  NCD's  or  neighborhoods,  mode  splits  shall  be  based  on  surveys  of  existing  similar  uses  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  project,  or  other  means,  as  directed  by  Department  staff  through  the  wort^  scope. 
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APPENDIX  4.1 

INTERSECTION  LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY 

Level  of  Service  analysis  for  existing  conditions  are  to  be  based  on  traffic  counts  taken  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic  not  more  than  three  yearns  old.  data  in  certified  EIRs  or  background  transportation  studes  suppwtng  certrfied 
Negative  Declarations  for  which  the  counts  data  is  no  more  than  three  years  old,  and/or  turning  movement  counts  to  be 
made  by  the  consultant  at  each  affected  Intersection.  Copies  of  an  counts  used  in  the  analysis,  and  level  of  service  cal- 
culations, are  to  be  included  with  the  report  as  an  appendix. 

Level  of  Service  analysis  for  existing  conditions  plus  the  project  is  to  be  based  on  an  assignment  of  net  new  project  vehicular 
trips  compared  to  existing  conditions  for  each  of  the  affected  streets  and  intersections  in  the  study  area. 

Level  of  Service  must  also  be  estimated  and  shown  for  future  conditions,  with  a  horizon  year  approximately  10  years  in 
the  future.  The  future  horizon  year  should  be  expressed  as  2000. 2005, 2010, 2015,  etc.;  live  year  increments  in  the 
expression  of  the  future  year  should  be  used.  Analysis  of  hjture  conditions  will  use  a  growth  factor  for  travel  in  the  general 
geographic  area  of  the  project  site.  This  growth  factor  will  generally  assume  that  net  new  travel  attributable  to  the  project 
is  included,  such  that  it  will  not  normally  be  necessary  to  add  project  travel  to  the  growth  rate. 

Growth  factors  lor  three  sectors  of  the  downtown  and  vicinity,  reflecting  trip  growth  from  19B5  through  2000,  are  shown 
in  Appendix  4.3.  The  overall  1 5-year  factor  should  be  converted  to  an  annualized  factor,  and  the  annual  factor  used  to 
determine  the  growth  rate  for  the  portion  of  the  1 9B5  •  2000 1 5-year  period,  (e.g.  1991  •  2000  growth  factor  would  be 

9  X  annualized  factor). 

For  other  areas,  analysis  should  incorporate  impacts  based  on  all  identified  area  development  that  is  reasonably 
foreseeable,  growth  identified  and  analyzed  in  relevant  planning  r^orts  and  accompanying  environmental  analyses  (e.g. 
NCRS.  Rincon  Hill  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  EIRs),  and  growth  in  through  background  travel  (estimated  by  DPT  Bureau  of 
Traffic  Engineering  at  one  percent  per  year). 

For  projects  located  within  neighborhoods  for  which  a  specific  development  framework  has  been  elaborated  in  previous 
environmental  analyses,  the  cumulative  transportation  analysis  for  the  project  shall  encompass  the  lime  period  which 
corresponds  to  the  appropriate  areawide  study  analysis.  Where  no  such  analysis  has  been  completed,  a  10-year  time 
frame  should  be  assumed  for  cumulative  analysis,  klentrfication  of  specific  area  projects  and  relevant  growth  rales  for 
through  background  travel  shall  be  verified  with  Department  OER  and  Transportation  staff  prior  to  the  initiation  of  the 
analysis. 
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Standard  methodologies  to  calculate  intersection  Level  of  Service  are  to  be  empbyed  as  folows: 

Signalized  Intersections  -TRB  Circular  212  Planning  Methodology 

In  some  situations  ft  may  be  necessary  to  adjust  the  capacity  of  the  intersection  to  account  for 
localized  constraints.  Thiswould  be  done  by  conducting  a  saturation  flow  analysis  where,  based 
on  informed  knowledge  of  the  study  area  it  maybe  determined  that  standard  values  of  the  Circuiar 
212  will  require  adjustment  The  scope  of  wortt  wSI  note  that  an  adjjusted  intersection  capacity  will 
be  determined  by  the  traffic  consultant  on  the  basis  of  the  sahjration  flow  analysis  prior  to 
submission  of  the  first  draft  report  In  other  cases,  R  may  become  apparent  after  initial  staff  review 
of  the  calculations  that  a  saturation  flow  analysis  is  warranted  to  determine  effective  intersection 
capacity. 

Unsignalized  Intersections  (all'way  stop  sign  control)  -TRB  Circular  373 

Note:  Circular  373  is  to  be  used  only  for  methodology  descnbed  therein  for  unsignalized 
intersections;  methodologies  for  other  types  of  intersections  shall  be  as  specified  in  these 
Departmental  guidelines. 

T  Intersections  with  single  slop  control,  and  Intersections  wKh  2-way  stop  sign  control 
1965  Highway  Capacity  Manual  UnsignaRzed  Method  (Chapter  10). 
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APPENDIX  4.2 


1985  -  2000  Traffic  Growth  Rates 

Source:  Derived  from  Mission  Bay 

S.  F.  DepartmenI  of  Cily  Planning  5/90  and  South  of  Market  EIR'S. 


29 


Guideluies  for  Environmmtal  Review:  Transportation  Impacts 


APPENDIX5.1 

PARKING  DEMAND  CALCUUTIONS  FOR  NON^WNTOWN  AND  RESIDEffTIAL  PROJECTS 
1.     Commercial  Paiking  Dtmand 

A.  Commercial  Long-Term  Pafking  Demand 

In  general  this  is  equivalent  to  the  total  number  of  joumey-to-worfc  vehide  trp  ends  generated  by  the  project 
(both  drive-abne  and  rideshare),  divided  by  2. 

B.  Commercial  Short-Tenn  Parking  Demand 

Projects  outside  of  the  C-3  Districts,  SOMA  and  Mission  Bay  are  to  use  the  following  equation. 

(Total  project  rion-work  auto  person  trip  ends  \ 
12  persons  per  vehide  / 
2  one-My  auto  trips 
Parking  turnover  rate 

The  turnover  rate  may  vary  for  individual  projects  and  Is  to  be  based  on  surveys  of  parking  turnover  for 
established  uses  comparable  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  preferably  within  the  same  general  area. 
However,  a  turnover  rate  of  greater  than  5  per  day  should  not  be  used  unless  supported  by  independent 
surveys  reviewed  and  accepted  by  Department  staff. 

2.     Resident  Parking  Demand 

New  residential  projects  should  generally  use  the  foltowing  ratios  to  estimate  parking  demand. 

1.1  vehicles/studio  or  1 -bedroom  apL 

1.5  vehicies/muKple  bedroom  unit 

(Source:  Recht  Hausrath  Assoc.  19B6  downtown  resident  survey,  Residential  Conservation  Rezoning 
Study.  DCP.  1990) 

The  Department  may  concur  that  there  is  valid  reason  to  assume  lower  ratios  for  units  in  neighbort)ood  commercial 
distncts,  or  for  housing  targeted  for  eiderty  and  handicapped,  in  these  limited  situations  independent  surveys  of 
resident  auto  ownership  rates  may  be  conducted  for  simtiartypes  of  newly  constructed  residential  projects  to  support 
difierenl  resident  parking  demand  ratios. 
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In  certain  circumstances  it  may  be  necessary  to  determine  both  estimated  parking  demand  for  the  proposed  project 
andexisttng  residential  units  on  the  project  sHe  and/or  on  the  general  project  vidnrty.  Estimation  of  parking  demand  . 
for  the  proposed  project  must  use  one  of  the  methods  previously  descrftwd. 

To  estimate  parking  demand  of  existing  residential  uses,  1980  U.S.  Census  data  (1 990  when  il  becomes  availabie) 
may  be  used  in  neighbortiood  situations,  for  the  tract  in  which  the  proposed  project  is  located  plus  abutting  tracts 
of  similar  residential  character.  H 1980  data  Is  used,  the  average  auto  ownership  rate  as  shown  for  these  tracts 
should  be  multiplied  by  a  factor  of  1.14,  to  reflect  increasing  auto  registration  in  San  Francisco  since  1980  and  the 
observed  tendency  for  occupants  of  newly  constructed  dwelling  unRs  to  have  greater  auto  occupancy  rates  than 
those  of  older  units. 
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APPENDIX5J 

PARKING  DEMAND  CALCULATIONS  FOR  C-3,  SOMA  and  MISSION  BAY  PROJECTS* 


1.      PROJECT  PARKING  DEMAND 

1A.    Project  long  t$rm 

Project  office  GSF 
20,000 

+ 

Project  office  GSF  x  0.11  drive  alone 
275  GSF/employee 


demand 

Project  retail  GSF  x  0.15  drive  alone 
350  GSF/employee 


IB.    Project  stiort  term 

Project  office  GSF 
20.000  4 


Project  retail  GSF 


project  ndeshare  demand 
plus 

project  drive  alone 


•quais 

PROJECT  LONG  TERM  PARKING  DEMAND 


PROJECT  SHORT  TERM  PARKING  DEMAND 


(1A)  ♦  (IB)  r  TOTAL  PROJECT  PARKING  DEMAND 


Derived  from  September  19B3  transportation  guidelines,  and  May  4, 1989  memo,  Dean  L  Macris  to  Cly  Planning 

Commission 


2.      NET  ADDITIONAL  PARKING  DEMAND 


[Total  Project  Parkmg  DemantQ 


[Parkmg  Demand  of  Existing  Uses] 


sum  of  quotients  from  1 A  and  IB  above 
minus 

apply  equations  1 A  and  IB  to  existing  office  and  retail 
uses  on  the  site 

•quals 

NET  ADDITIONAL  PARKING  DEMAND 


Note:  These  calculations  as  applied  to  the  project  should  be  readily  available,  either  in  a  footnote  or  an  appendix. 
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APPENDIX  S.3 

STANDARD  LANGUAGE  TO  BE  USED  FOR  THE  PARKING  SECTION  OF  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACTS 
CHAPTER  OF  OFFICE  AND  MIXED  USE  COMMERCIAL  PROJECTS  IN  C-3,  SOMA  AND  MISSION  BAY 

Partclng 

Parking  demand  was  projected  for  the  proposed   Street  project  on  the  bass  of  the  estimated  vehicular  traffic  pen- 

eratedby  the  project.  The  project  would  create  long  term  parking  demand  for  about  (see  eovathr)  1A)  spaces  (Including 
fse?  eauafion  carpool'vanpool  spaces),  and  short  term  parking  demand  for  /see  eauaiion  IB)  equivalent 
daily  spaces,  for  a  total  parking  demand  of  (sumoHAplus  1B)  dallyspaces.  Discounting  forparking  demand  generated 
by  existing  uses  on  the  site,  the  net  additional  parking  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  about  (see 

eausHor  2)    spaces.  The  proposed  project  would  provide  about    gross  square  feel  of  parking  area  which 

the  Department  of  City  Planning  estimates  could  accommodate  about   vehicles  with  tandem  valet  (^rations."" 

Exisfinc  parking  facilities  on  the  she  currently  Include  a  total  of          parking  ^aces."^  A  total  of  •xisthg 

parking  spaces  are  private,  and  reserved  forthe  exclusive  use  of  employees  currently  working  in  existing  uses  on  the  site. 

Of  the    existing  parking  spaces  made  available  to  the  general  public.  teases  are  currently  valid  and 

•/e  of  the  pubiic  parking  is,  therefore,  considered  long  tenn.      %  of  the  public  oarkino  (  spaces)  are  available 

for  short  tenn  use. 

The  proposed  project  would  eliminate  existing  parking  spaces  available  to  the  general  public"*  resulting  in  a  total 

unmet  demand  of  about   equivalent  daily  spaces  ftotal  t)roiect  demand  +  displaced  public  parking  ■  proposed 

pa'^'in::  carac'tv  =  spaces  total  unmet  demand).  Occupancy  in  off-street  public  parking  lots  and  garages  within 

a  1/4  mile  radius  of  the  project's  site  may  be  expected  to  increase  from  the  existing   ^%  to   %  as  a  result  of  the 

unmet  packing  demand  generated  by  the  project. 

(NOTE;  FOR  PROJECTS  IN  C-3  DISTRICTS  USE  THE  FOLLOWING  PARAGRAPH.  SEE  BELOW  FOR  LANGUAGE 

FOR  PROJECTS  IN  SOMA  AND  MISSION  BAYJ 

The  proposed  project  is  in  the  C  -  3  District  in  which  parking  ts  not  required  for  commercial  uses.  The  CHy  Planning  Code 

allows  accessory  parking  up  to  seven  percent  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  the  project.  The   gross  square  feet  of 

parking  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor  fwoufd  be  within]  (would  exceed]  this  seven  percent  alowaf>ce  (    total 

project    GSFx0.07-           6SF  allowed  for  accessory  parking).'    The  proposed  project  would  allocate  at  least 

^  spaces  lor  public  short  term  parking,  and  at  least  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  Parking  provided  in 
the  proposed  project  for  public  use  would  be  subject  to  a  rate  structure  (City  Planning  Code  Section  155(g))  which 
encourages  short  term  use  and  discourages  all  day  parking. 
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[NOTE:  FOR  PROJECTS  IN  SOMA  AND  MISSION  BAY  USETHE  FOUOWING  PARAGRAPH  AS  A  SUBSTITUTE  FOR 
THE  PARAGRAPH  ABOVE] 

The  proposed  project  is  in  the        District  in  which  parking  is  required  for  commercial  uses.  The  City  Planning  Code 

requires  accessory  parking  in  the  amount  of  _  spaces  pe  r  _  floor  area  of  ftvpeofuse)  for  the  project,  and  allows 
up  to  1 50%  of  this  requirement  as  accessory  parking.  The  project  would  be  required  to  provide  at  ieast  _  parking 

spaces;         parking  spaces  are  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  proposed  project  would  allocate  at  least  ** 

spaces  for  public  short  term  parking,  and  at  least  !1  spaces  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  Parking  provided  in 

the  proposed  project  for  public  use  woukJ  be  subject  to  a  rate  stnicture  (CRy  Planning  Code  Section  155(g))  which 
encourages  short  term  use  and  discourages  all  day  parking. 


FN  1  Using  the  Department's  standard  of  about  215  gross  square  feet  per  vehicle  for  tandem  valet  parking  in 

downtown  San  Francisco,  per  May  4, 1989  memorandum,  Dean  L  Maoris  to  City  Planning  Commission. 

FN2  This  reflects  the  actual  vehicular  capacity  of  the  existing  garage(s)  and/or  lot(s)  pndicate  which]  at  any  point 

in  time ,  as  cun-enlly  operated  [cite  whether  self -park,  tandem,  or  both],  and  not  the  total  number  of  vehicles 
or  individuals  who  may  use  the  facility.  For  fong  term  parking,  It  is  recognized  that  leasing  operations  often 
"oversubscribe"  parking  facilities,  selling  more  leases  than  the  number  of  vehicles  the  facility  can 
accommodate  at  one  time,  to  take  care  of  non-daily  users  who  still  wish  a  fong  term  lease,  and  those  who 
are  in-and-out  during  the  course  of  the  day.  As  a  result,  a  greater  number  of  parking  leases  or  users  may 
be  displaced  than  the  actual  vehicular  capacity  of  the  fadMy. 

If  the  amount  of  GSF  is  above  the  seven  percent  accessory  allowance,  an  expiaination  of  how  the  excess  is  to  be 
used  and  applied  must  be  included  in  this  paragraph.  If  Conditfonat  Use  approval  is  being  sought  for  the  additional 
amount,  so  state.  If  replacement  short  term  parking  is  requested,  this  language  shoukl  be  modified  to  note  that  such 
replacement  pa/king  may  be  exempt  from  FAR  calculations,  and  that  the  Project  Sponsor  is  requesting  such  an 
exemption. 

Using  the  ratios  cited  in  the  May  4, 1969  memo  for  minimum  parking  allocations  to  short  term  and  rideshare  users. 
piu'S  replacement  parking  if  applicabie. 
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APPENDIX  6 

TYPICAL  TRANSPORTATION  MmGATION  MEASURES  FOR  THE  DOWNTOWN  AREA 

In  the  downtown  area,  a  number  of  transportation  related  items  are  required  by  law  wtiich  would  serve  to  mitigate  impacts, 
and  are  summarized  here  for  informational  purposes.  They  should  also  be  referred  to  in  the  MKigation  Section  of  the  EIR, 
not  as  mitigation  measures  speaTic  to  the  project  but  rather,  as  generic  mitigation  measures  applics^le  in  the  downtown 
area. 

These  measures  include:  contribution  of  funds  for  increased  transH  service  perthe  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee,  Board 
of  Supervisors  Ordinance  #224-81;  when  auto  parking  is  provided,  provision  of  off-street  bicycle  storage  pursuant  to 
Section  155  of  the  City  Planning  Code;  provision  of  transportation  brokerage  services  to  coordinate  a  transportation 
management  program  and  participation  in  a  network  of  transportation  brokers  pursuant  to  Section  163  of  the  City  Planning 
Code:  prion'ty  use  of  off-street  parking  In  the  project  for  the  physically  handicapped,  travellers  in  carpools  and  vanpools, 
and  shon-term  trips  by  business  visitors  and  clients,  pursuant  to  Section  155  of  the  City  Planning  Code;  and  provision 
of  building  directories  and  signs  for  service  elevators  in  loading  areas,  pursuant  to  Section  155  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 
Additional  generic  measures  apply  which  are  not  related  to  mitrgation  of  transportation  impacts. 

Additional  measures  which  are  not  required  by  legislation  but  which  would  also  serve  to  mitigate  transportation  impacts 
and  are  general!)'  included  in  transportation  analyses  as  a  policy  matter  include  the  foltowing. 

Measures  that  could  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  as  part  of  the  project 

The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  the  sidewalk  area  (subject  to  City  approval)  would 
be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  mininmize  interference  with  pedestrian  traffic. 

Secure  bicycle  facilities  would  i>e  provided  for  project  commuters  and  short-term  visitors  which  would,  at 
a  minimum,  provide  safe  shelter  for  the  number  of  spaces  required  in  the  project 

While  subsurface  sidewalk  vaults  are  discouraged,  the  project  sponsor  would  design  subsurface  sidewalk 
vaults  to  allow  for  possible  future  widening  of  adjacent  streets.  Vault  design  shall  be  of  sufficient  strength 
to  carry  maximum  vehicular  live  and  dynamic  loads.  Design  of  the  vault  area  to  accommodate  street  trees 
would  also  be  made,  subject  to  Department  of  Public  Works  approval.  In  addition,  should  vaults  exist  or 
be  installed  as  part  of  the  prc^,  the  project  sponsor  would  accommodate  arxf  pay  for  the  installation  of 
alt  subsurface  footings,  supports  and  foundations  as  may  be  required  for  future  public  improvements  such 
as  street  fights,  trolley  wire  poles,  signs,  benches,  transit  shelters,  etc.  within  project  vault  areas.  Placement 
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of  such  improvements  is  entirety  within  the  (fiscretion  of  the  City.  Should  the  City  al  any  future  time 
detennine  its  need  for  any  subsidewalK  space  occupied  l)y  the  project,  for  any  reason,  the  project  sponsor 
agrees  to  waive  afl  rights  of  appeal  of  revocation  of  permits  to  occupy  such  space. 

•  During  the  construction  period,  the  project  sponsor  would  cause  to  f  mil  constmction  trud^  movement  to 
the  hours  between  S.'OO  A.M.  and  3:30  Pi4.,  and  to  prohbit  staging  or  unbading  of  equipment  and  materials 
during  the  periods  of  7.-30  A.M.  to  9:00  A.M.  and  3:30  P.M.  to  6.-00  P.M.,  to  minimize  peak  period  traffic 
conflicts  and  to  accommodate  queueing  of  Muni  buses  prior  to  the  peak  hours  of  service.  The  project 
sponsor  and  construction  coniractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department 
of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the  Rre  Department,  Muni,  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  detennine 
feasible  traffic  management  and  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  this 
project  and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  cumulatrve  traffic  impacts  due  to  lane  closures  during 
construdbn.  the  project  sponsor  woukf  coordinate  wHh  constmciion  contractors  for  any  concun'ent  nearby 
projects  that  are  planned  for  constructbn  or  which  later  become  known. 

•  The  project  sponsor  would,  in  cooperation  with  the  Muncpal  Railway,  install  eyebolts  or  make  provision 
for  the  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts  for  Muni  trolley  wires  on  the  proposed  bulbing  wherever  necessary 
or  agree  to  waive  all  rights  to  refuse  the  attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  building  if  such  attachment 
is  done  at  City  expense. 

The  pari(ing  driveway  would  include  warning  devbes  (lighted  signs  and  noise-emitting  devices)  to  alert 
pedestrians  to  vehicles  exiting  the  structure. 

Measures  that  could  be  implenwnttd  by  public  ageneitt 

Coordinate  wori^  schedules  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  other  utilities  requiring  trenching,  so 
that  street  disruptbn  would  take  place  during  weekends  and  off-peak  hours.  This  should  be  done  through 
the  San  Francisco  Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Constructbn  and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP).  In-street 
utilities  shouldbe  installed  at  the  same  time  as  the  street  is  opened  for  construction  of  the  project  to  minimize 
street  dismption. 

•  The  City  coub  act  upon  or  endorse  the  implementatbn  of  transporialion  mitigations  descrbed  in  the 
Mission  Bay  BR  VoL  II,  Section  VI.E,  Mitigatbn.  pp.  VLL214.  VLE217  for  the  year  2000  and  VLE^4- 
Vl.E.231  for  the  year  2020.  and  in  the  South  of  Maricet  EIR.  pp.  1 69-1 94.  The  measures  for  the  year  2000 
include:  constructing  and  maintaining  ran  rapid  transit  lines  from  downtown  San  Francisco  to  suburban 
corridors  and  major  non-downtowr)  centers  in  San  Francisco;  incresed  funding  for  Vehide-Acquisition  Plans 
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for  San  Francisco  and  r^bn^  transit  agencies  to  expand  existing  non-rail  transit  service;  providing 
exclusive  transit  lanes  on  City  streets  and  on  freewa/s;  reducing  incentives  to  drive  by  discouraging  long- 
term  partying;  encouraging  carpools,  vanpoois  and  bicyde  use;  improving  pedestrian  drcuiation  wfthin 
downtown  San  Francisco;  and  providing  transportation  brokerage  services.  The  Mission  Bay  EIR  describes 
various  types  of  measures  to  llustrate  the  magnitude  of  improvements  needed  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of 
regional  growth  in  2020. 

Some  of  the  implementing  actions  would  require  approval  by  decision-makers  outside  the  Cly  and  County 
of  San  Francisco;many  of  the  measures  would  require  action  by  City  agencies  otherthan  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  such  as  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  and/or  Board  of  Supervisors.  Al 
except  such  things  as  providing  transportation  brokers  would  require  funding  from  or  approval  by  MIC. 
These  measures  are  system-wide  measures  that  must  be  implemented  by  pubKc  agencies.  Other  than 
project-specific  measures  such  as  the  relevant  transportation  mitigation  measures  described  above  as  part 
of  the  project  or  such  measures  as  the  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee  assessment  by  San  Francisco 
Ordinance  224-81  which  would  contribute  directly  to  implementation  of  these  system-wide  measures,  it  is 
not  appropriate  to  impose  mitigatbn  at  system-wide  levels  on  individual  projects. 
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APPENDIX  7 
Freight  Delivery  and  Service  Vehicle  Demand 

Peak  Hour*  Generation 

Number  of  Spaces 

perl.OOOGSF  s  fR)  t  1.25 

9 


2.4 

Average  Hour  Generation 

Number  of  Spaces 

perl.OOOGSF  s  (R)4.9Ti4 


Daily  Trucl^  Trip  Generation  =  GSF  x  (R) 

Per  Use  1,000 

Where: 

R  -        Daiiy  trud^  trip  generation  per  1 ,000  GSF  of  use 

from  Table  8.1 

1 .25  s         Peak  Hour  deliveries  at  25%  higher  rate  than 

other  hours 

9  s        Number  of  hours  defiveries  are  made  (8:00A.M.-5.-00P.M.) 

2.4  s        Assuming  average  truck  deiivery^idcup  of  25  minutes, 

2.4  trucks  couid  be  accommodated  per  hour 


*NOTE     Peak  Hour  Truck  Trip  Generation  generally  occurs  between  lO.DOA.M.  and  1. '00P.M.,  and  is  unrelated  to 
P.M.  Peak  Hour  used  in  other  transportation  analyses. 
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Table  7.1    Dally  Truck  Trip  Generation  Rate  per  1,000  Square  Feet  of  Floor  Area,  by  Land  Use 


Office  J^^ 

Bank  .30 

Retail  (Composite) 

Wholesale  22 

Apparel  .80 

Department  Store  .45 

Furniture  .24 

Restaurant/Bar  3.60 

Drug  Store  3.70 

Specialty  Shops  .18 

Services 

Hotel  .09 

Institution  .10 

Business  1.80 

Parking  .03 

Administration  .40 

Warehousing  .46 

Manufacturing  .51 

Light  Industry  .65 

Residential  .03 


Source:       Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods 
Movement  Study  (Wilbur  Smith  &  Assoc.  for 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning).  September,  1980 
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TABLE  7J2     Percent  Dally  Truck  Activity  by  Vehicle  Type 

Cars  and  Pickups  25% 

Vans  42% 

Small  Delivery  Tnicks' 

2  axles  9% 

Large  Delivery  Twcks* 

2  axles  19% 

Large  Delivery  Twcks' 

3  axles  4% 

Tractor  •  Trailer 

4  axles  1% 


Characterized  as  a  small  courier,  U.S.  Mail  truck  or  step  van 

Characterized  as  a  mid-size  Hertz  rental  truck,  beverage  track  or  small  furniture  tmck 

Characterized  as  a  garbage  truck 


Source:        DKS  Associates.  1990 


APPENDIX  8 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  450  McAllister  Street 

Department  of  City  Planning  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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TRANSPORTATION  STUDY  SCOPE  OF  WORK 

ACKNOWL£DGEMENTAND  APPROVAL 


Transmittal  To:   Date: 


The  proposed  scope  of  work  for  the   project. 

Case  No.  dated  ^is  hereby 

□  Approved  as  submitted 

□  Approved  as  revised  and  resubmitted 

□  Approved  subject  to  comments  betow 

□  Not  approved,  pending  modifications  specified  below 
and  resubmitted 

Sianed:  


Transportation  Section  Office  of  Environmental  Review 


Comments: 


Note:    A  copy  of  this  approval  and  the  final  scope  of  work  is  to  be  appended  to  the  transportation  study.  The 
Department  advises  consultants  and  project  sponsors  that  review  of  the  draft  transportation  report  may 
Identify  issues  or  concerns  of  other  City  agencies  not  addressed  in  the  scope  of  work  hereby  approved, 
and  that  the  scope  of  work  may  need  to  be  modified  to  accommodate  such  addKional  issues. 
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GLOSSARY  OF  CMP  RELATED  TERMS 


Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  -  (ABAG) 


The  regional  agency  that  is 
responsible  for  regional 
planning  other  than  for 
transportation.  ABAG  publishes 
forecasts  of  projected  growth 
for  the  region. 


Air  Quality  Attainment 
Plan 


The  plan  for  attainment  of  state 
air  quality  standards,  as 
required  by  the  California  Clean 
Air  Act  of  1988.  It  is  adopted 
by  air  quality  districts  and 
subject  to  approval  by  the  State 
Air  Resources  Board. 


Average  Daily  Traffic 
(ADT) 


The  average  number  of  vehicles 
passing  a  specified  point  during 
a  24  hour  period. 


Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District  -  (BAAQMD) 


The  regional  agency  which  adopts 
and  enforces  regulations  to 
achieve  and  maintain  state  and 
federal  air  quality  standards  in 
the  nine  county  Bay  Area, 


California  State 

Department  of  Transportation 

(Caltrans) 


Responsible,  as  the  Department 
owner/ operator  of  the  state 
highway  system  for  its  safe 
proposed  operation  and 
maintenance.  Proposes  projects 
for  Intercity  Rail, 
Interregional  Roads,  and  sound 
walls  in  the  PSTIP.  Also 
responsible  for  the  HSOPP,  Toll 
Bridge,  and  Aeronautics 
programs.  The      TSM  and 

State/Local  Partnership  Programs 
are  administered  by  Caltrans. 
Caltrans  is  the  implementing 
agency  for  most  state  highway 
projects,  regardless  of  program, 
and  for  the  Intercity  Rail 
Program . 
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Capital  Improvement  Program 
(CIP) 


As  used  in  this  document:  A 
seven  year  program  of  projects 
to  maintain  or  improve  the 
traffic  level  of  service  and 
transit  performance  standards 
developed  by  the  CMP. 


Capital  Priorites  A    process     used     by    MTC  to 

evaluate  and  prioritize  transit 
projects  in  the  region.  All 
sources  of  transit  funding, 
including  UMTA  grants,  state 
programs,  and  other  sources  are 
considered.  This  process 

involves  all  of  the  transit 
operators  in  the  region, 
including  bus,  rail,  and 
ferries. 


Congestion  Management  Agency 
(CMA) 


Congestion  Management  Program 
(CMP) 


Flexible  Congestion  Relief 
(FCR) 


The  agency  responsible  for 
developing  the  Congestion 
Management  Program  and 
coordinating  and  monitoring  its 
implementation . 

A  Legislatively  required  county- 
wide  program  which  addresses 
congestion  problems. 

One  of  the  state  funding 
programs  for  local  or  regional 
transportation  projects  that 
will  reduce  congestion.  State 
highway  projects,  local  roads, 
and  rail  guideway  projects  are 
all  eligible  for  FCR  funds. 


Highway  System  Operation 
Protection  Plan  -  (HSOPP) 


A  program  created  by  state  and 
legislation  that  includes 
projects  related  to  state 
highway  safety  and 
rehabilitation,  seismic  safety, 
and  traffic  operational 
improvements.  HSOPP  is  a  four 
year  program  of  projects  adopted 
separately  from  the  STIP. 


Level  of  Service  -  (LOS) 


A  qualitative  measure  describing 
operational  conditions  within  a 
traffic  stream;  generally 
described  in  terms  of  such 
factors  as  speed  and  travel 
time.  Expressed  in  range  of  A 
through  F,  with  F  being  the 
worst . 


Model 


A  mathematical  description 
of  a  real-life  situation  that 
uses  data  on  past  and  present 
conditions  to  make  a  projection 
about  the  future. 


Model  -  Land  Use 


A  model  used  to  predict  the 
future  spatial  allocation  of 
urban  activities  (land  use)  , 
given  total  regional  growth,  the 
future  transportation  system, 
and  other  factors. 


Model  -  Traffic 


A  mathematical  equation  or 
graphic  technique  used  to 
simulate  and  predicts  traffic 
movements,  particularly  those  in 
urban  areas  or  on  a  freeway. 


Peak  -  (Peak  Period, 
Rush  Hours) 


1.  The  period  during  which  the 
maximum  amount  of  travel  occurs. 
It  may  be  specified  as  the 
morning  (a.m.)  or  afternoon  or 
evening  (p.m.)  peak. 

2.  The  period  when  demand  for 
transportation  service  is  the 
heaviest . 


Principal  Arterial  A     functional  classification 

system  which  defines  a  street  or 
roadway  in  terms  of  the  nature 
and  composition  of  travel. 
Principal  arterials  derive  their 
importance  from  service  to  rural 
oriented  traffic,  but  equally  or 
even  more  importantly,  from 
service  for  major  movements 
within  the  urbanized  area.  The 
principal  arterial  system 
carries  the  major  portion  of 
trips  entering  and  leaving  the 
urban  area,  as  well  as  the 
majority  of  through  movements 
desiring  to  bypass  the  central 
city.  The  US  Department  of 
Transportation  provides  the 
guidance  that  40-65%  of  the  VMT 
should  be  accounted  for  on  the 
principal  arterial  system. 


Proposed  State  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  -  (PSTIP) 


This  seven  year  program  is  based 
on  the  adopted  STIP  and  the  most 
recent  Project  Delivery  Report. 
It  is  developed  by  Caltrans  for 
CTC  approval  and  includes 
projects  developed  through  the 
IRRS,  Intercity  Rail,  Sound 
Wall,  Toll  Bridge,  and 
Aeronautics  programs. 


Proposition  116  Passed  by  the  voters  in  June  of 

1990,  this  initiative  sponsored 
by  the  Planning  and  Conservation 
League  provides  $1.9B  in  rail 
bonds,  primarily  to  projects 
specified  in  the  legislation. 


Regional  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  - 
(RTIP) 


A  list  of  proposed 
transportation  projects 
submitted  to  the  CTC  by  the 
regional  transportation  planning 
agency,  as  a  request  for  state 
funding  through  the  FCR  and 
Urban  and  Commuter  Rail 
Programs .  The  individual 

projects  are  first  proposed  by 
local  jurisdictions  (CMAs  in 
urbanized  counties) ,  then 
evaluated  and  prioritized  by  the 
MTC  for  submission  to  the  CTC. 
The  RTIP  has  a  seven  year 
planning  horizon,  and  is  updated 
every  two  years. 


Regional  Transportation 
Plan  -  (RTP) 


Regional  Transportation 
Planning  Agency  -  (RTPA) 


A  comprehensive  20  year  plan  for 
the  region,  updated  every  two 
years  by  the  regional 
transportation  planning  agency. 
The  RTP  includes  goals, 
objectives,  and  policies,  and 
recommends  specific 
transportation  improvements . 

The  agency  responsible  for  the 
preparation  of  RTPs  and  RTIPs 
and  designated  by  the  State 
Business  Transportation  and 
Housing  Agency  to  allocate 
transit  funds.  RTPAs  can  be 
local  transportation 
commissions,  council  of 
governments,  metropolitan 
planning  organizations,  or 
statutorily  created  agencies . 
MTC  is  the  RTPA  for  the  nine 
county  Bay  Area. 


Short  Range  Transit  Plan 
(SRTP) 


A  five  year  comprehensive  plan 
required  by  UMTA  for  all  transit 
operators  receiving  federal 
funds.  The  plans  establish  the 
operator *s  goals,  policies, 
objectives;  analyzes  current 
and  past  performance,  and 
describes  short  term  operational 
and  capital  improvement  plans. 


state  Implement ion  Plan  -  (SIP) 


State  plan  required  by  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act  of  1990  to 
attain  and  maintain  national 
ambient  air  cjuality  standards. 
It  is  adopted  by  local  air 
quality  districts  and  the  State 
Air  Resources  Board. 


Transportation  Control 
Measure  -  (TCM) 


A  measure  intended  to  reduce 
pollutant  emissions  from  motor 
vehicles.  Examples  of  TCMs 
include  programs  to  encourage 
ridesharing  or  public  transit 
usage,  city  or  county  trip 
reduction  ordinances,  and  the 
use  of  cleaner  burning  fuels  in 
motor  vehicles. 


Transportation  Demand 
Management  -  (TDM) 


Demand  based  techniques  for 
reducing  traffic  congestion, 
such  as  ridesharing  programs  and 
flexible  work  schedules  enabling 
employees  to  commute  to  and  from 
work  outside  of  peak  hours. 


Transportation  System 
Management  -  (TSM) 


That  part  of  the  urban 
transportation  planning  process 
undertaken  to  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  existing 
transportation  system.  The 
intent  is  to  make  better  use  of 
the  existing  transportation 
improvements  that  generally  cost 
less  and  can  be  implemented  more 
quickly  than  major  capital 
improvements . 


U/C  Rail  -  Urban  and  Commuter  A  state  funding  progremi  financed 

Rail  by  the  sales  of  bonds  authorized 

by  Proposition  108.  Two 
additional  bond  measures  to  fund 
this  program  will  be  placed  in 
front  of  the  voters  in  1992  and 
1994.  All  projects  must  be 
matched  50%  by  local  funds. 
Projects  are  proposed  through 
the  CMP  process  to  regional 
agencies,  which  then  may  include 
them  in  their  RTIPs. 


Urbanized  Area 


Vehicle  Miles  of  Travel  -  (VMT) 


Vehicle  Occupancy 


Vehicle  Trip 


As  defined  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  a  population 
concentration  of  at  least  50,000 
inhabitants,  generally 
consisting  of  a  central  city  and 
the  surrounding,  closely 
settled,  contiguous  territory 
(suburbs) .  The  boundary  is 
based  primarily  on  a  population 
density  of  1000  people/mile  but 
also  includes  some  less  densely 
settled  areas,  as  well  as  such 
areas  as  industrial  parks  and 
railroad  yards,  if  they  are 
within  areas  of  dense  urban 
development.  The  boundaries  of 
urbanized  areas,  the  specific 
criteria  used  to  determine 
urbanized  areas,  or  both  may 
change  in  subsequent  censuses. 


1.  On  highways,  a  measurement 
of  the  total  miles  traveled  in 
all  vehicles  in  the  area  for  a 
specified  time  period.  It  is 
calculated  by  the  number  of 
vehicles  multipled  by  the  miles 
traveled  in  a  given  area  or  on 
a  given  highway  during  the  time 
period. 

2.  In  transit,  the  number  of 
vehicle  miles  operated  on  a 
given  route  or  line  or  network 
during  a  specified  time  period. 


The  number  of  people  aboard  a 
vehicle  at  a  given  time;  also 
known  as  auto  or  automobile 
occupancy  when  the  reference  is 
to  automobile  travel  only. 


A  one-way  movement  of  a  vehicle 
between  two  points. 


Transportation  Level  of  Service  Definitions. 


Level  of  Volume/ Capacity 

Servi ce  Description  V/C  Ratio 

A        Level    of    Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  0  -  0.60 

approach  to  an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and 
turning  movements  are  made  easily.    Little  or  no  delay 
is  experienced.    No  vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red 
traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B        Level  of  Service  6  describes  a  condition  where  the  0.61  -  0.70 

approach  to  an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully 
utilized  and  some  delays  may  be  encountered.  Many 
drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat  restricted  within 
groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can  be 
generally  described  as  very  good. 

C        Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  0.71  -  0.80 

approach  to  an  intersection  if  often  fully  utilized 
and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most 
drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted,  but  not  objectionably 
so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to  wait  more 
than  one  red  traffic  sigr-al  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good, 

D        Level  of  Service  0  describes  a  condition  of  increasing       0,81  -  0.90 
restriction  causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of 
vehicles  on  approaches  to  the  intersection  during 
short  times  within  the  peak  period.    However,  there 
are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such  that 
queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  exces- 
sive back-ups.    The  traffic  operations  can  generally 
be  described  as  fair. 

E        Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.    It  represents        0.91  -  1.00 
the  most  number  of  vehicles  that  any  particular  inter- 
section can  accommodate.    At  capacity  there  may  be 
long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of  the 
intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several 
signal  cycles. 

F        Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-  1.01+ 
ups  from  locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may 
restrict  or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the 
approach  under  consideration.    Hence,  volunes  of  vehicles 
passing  through  the  intersection  vary  fran  signal  cycle 
to  signal  cycle.    Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this 
volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 


Source:    Highway  Research  Board,  Hizhvav  Capacity  Manual,  1965  and 
Enviroimencai  Science  Associates,  lac. 
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PRELIMINARY  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  FEB  0  2  1996 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

Date  of  Publication:  September  9.  1991  public  library 

ead  Agency:  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority 
255  City  Hall,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Agency  Contact  Person:  Carmen  C.  Clark  Telephone:  (415)554-7742 

Project  Title:    Congestion  Management  Program  for  the  City  and  County  of  San 
<^  Francisco 

Project  Sponsor:  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (Authority) 

THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
This  finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for 
Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065  (Mandatory  Findings 
of  Significance),  and  15070  (Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the 
following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project, 
which  is  attached. 


Project  Description:  The  action  which  prompts  this  evaluation  is  the  adoption  of  a  State 
mandated  program  for  the  integration  of  transportation,  land  use  and  air  quality  planning 
and  programs.  Recent  State  legislation  requires  adoption  of  a  Congestion  Management 
Program  (CMP)  by  individual  urban  counties  to  maintain  eligibility  for  certain  State 
transportation  funding.  The  Authority,  as  the  designated  Congestion  Management 
Agency,  has  the  responsibility  for  preparing  and  adopting  the  CMP.  The  legislation 
requires  adoption  and  publication  of  an  annual  report  which  reflects  the  status  of  the 
following  actions: 

1)  establish  a  roadway  and  highway  network, 

2)  establish  traffic  levels  of  service  (LOS)  standards  and  a  traffic  monitoring 

program  to  determine  whether  these  standards  are  being  met, 

3)  establish  transit  service  standards 

4)  adopt  a  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  program 

5)  establish  a  land  use  impact  analysis  methodology 

6)  adopt  seven-year  multi-modal  capital  improvement  program 

A  Draft  CMP  document  was  approved  by  the  Authority  on  June  17,  1991 ,  and  has  been 
circulated  for  comment.  The  proposed  project  is  the  adoption  of  the  final  CMP 
document. 

Discussion:  The  Authority's  approach  for  the  preparation  of  this  document  was  to 
compile  existing  regulations  and  practices  now  in  place  in  the  City  which  constitute 
compliance  with  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  CMP  requirements.  In  only  two  areas 


has  new  data  been  generated  for  the  report.  These  areas  are:  1)  traffic  monitoring  data 
necessary  for  setting  LOS  designations  for  roadway  segments  in  the  network  and  to 
establish  LOS  standards,  and  2)  addition  of  certain  transportation  projects  to  the  seven 
year  program  for  State  funding  in  fiscal  years  1997/98  and  1998/99.  Given  below  is  a 
summary  of  each  of  the  above  six  issues  and  how  the  final  program  documents 
compliance  with  the  CMP  legislation.  No  changes  are  proposed  for  the  transportation 
system  or  land  use  pattern  and  therefore  no  effects  are  anticiapted  as  a  result  of 
adopting  the  program. 

1)  Establish  a  roadway  and  highway  network  -  The  network  established  contains  streets 
and  highways  which  are  already  included  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's 
Master  Plan  as  major  thoroughfares. 

2)  Establish  traffic  levels  of  service  (LOS)  and  a  traffic  monitoring  program  -  The  CMP 
contains  two  important  elements  needed  for  conformance  to  State  requirements  for  this 
program.  The  first  element  is  to  establish  the  current  LOS  for  roadway  segments  in  the 
network.  The  document  identifies  those  segments  which  are  operating  at  levels  A 
through  C,  and  then  shows  those  segments  which  are  operating  at  more  congested 
levels  of  D  through  F.  The  second  required  element  is  the  establishment  of  a  standard 
below  which  the  performance  will  not  be  allowed  to  fall.  Although  the  monitoring  data 
shows  that  portions  of  the  network  are  operating  above  this  level,  the  standard  set  in 
the  CMP  is  at  LOS  E.  A  monitoring  program  which  focusses  most  resources  on  the 
portions  of  the  network  that  are  LOS  D  and  below  will  be  carried  out  to  determine 
whether  congestion  levels  are  improving  or  deteriorating.  If  segments  which  are  not 
now  LOS  F  fall  into  that  category,  based  on  information  gained  from  the  monitoring 
program,  a  deficiency  plan  will  be  prepared  to  alleviate  the  problem. 

3)  Establish  transit  service  standards  -  These  standards  were  adopted  from  the  current 
short  range  transit  plan  for  MUNI  operations.  For  other  transit  operators  that  provide 
service  to  the  City,  the  CMP  includes  service  standards  which  are  reflected  in  their 
current  short  range  transit  plans. 

4)  Adopt  a  trip  reduction  and  travel  demand  program  -  The  CMP  contains  information 
on  currently  adopted  City  policies  and  regulations  which  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
CMP  element.  The  discussion  includes  the  parking  and  transportation  management 
regulations  in  the  Planning  Code,  the  transit  impact  development  fee  ordinance,  and  the 
relationship  of  these  and  other  policies  in  promoting  the  adopted  air  quality 
transportation  control  measures.  No  proposal  is  included  to  expand  any  of  these 
regulations;  however,  next  year's  CMP  will  include  an  evaluation  of  the  feasibility  and 
productivity  of  extending  the  regulations  on  a  citywide  basis. 

5)  Establish  a  land  use  impact  methodology  -  The  land  use  analysis  element  of  the  CMP 
outlines  the  City's  roles  as  a  regional  employment  center  and  its  recent  policies  to 
increase  residential  development  within  the  City.  The  existing  institutional  framework 
for  land  use  decision  making  and  the  provision  of  transportation  services  is  described. 
The  potential  effects  of  land  use  changes  upon  the  transportation  system  are  currently 


assessed  through  an  exacting  environmental  review  process.  No  change  to  exisiting 
institutional  roles  and  the  fundamentals  of  the  development  review  process  is  expected 
due  to  meeting  the  CMP  requirements. 

6)  Adopt  a  seven-year  multimodal  transportation  program  -  The  adopted  capital 
improvement  program  reflects  the  City's  "Transit  First"  policy,  with  the  largest 
percentage  of  the  program  devoted  to  transit  projects.  The  transit  portion  of  the 
program  is  heavily  oriented  to  rehabilitation  and  replacement,  since  maintaining  the 
ability  to  meet  the  current  transit  demand  is  the  City's  first  priority.  Projects  which 
provide  expanded  transit  service  are  also  included  and  provide  for  ways  of  managing 
future  congestion  in  redeveloping  areas.  The  program  also  includes  roadway,  ferry,  and 
bicycle  elements.  Projects  for  which  the  City  intends  to  request  financial  assistance 
under  the  new  sources  of  State  funds  (Propositions  108,  111,  and  116),  must  be 
included  in  this  capital  program.  As  these  projects  are  ready  for  implementation, 
appropriate  environmental  assessment  will  be  conducted  by  the  sponsoring  agencies. 
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Appendix  I 
Environmental  Checklist  Form 

(To  be  completed  by.  Lead  Agency) 

L  BACKCaiOUND.    <      c  ^  Ta 

0#-/->  rrAj<)  ciXcc  L^.  I't 


1 .  Name  of  Proponent  ■ 

2.  Address  and  Phone  NumI 
6  0f*^  zyr 


.b^o^ftopojynt:^^ 


3.  Date  of  Checklist  Submitted 

4.  Agency  Requiring  Checklist 

5.  Name  of  Proposal,  if  appU 


lie  ripprevi 


J2p  


n.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 
(Explanations  of  all  "yes"  and  "maybe"  answers  are  required  on  at- 
ched  sheets.) 


YES 


1.  Earth.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

a.  Unstable  earth  conditions  or  in  changes  in 
oiogic  substructure? 

b.  Disruptions,  displacements,  coii^>acdon 
I  ovcicovering  of  the  soil? 

c.  Change  in  topogr^hy  or  ground  surface 
1  icf  fcamres? 

d.  The  destrucdon,  covering  or  modificadon 
( any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features? 

e.  Any  increase  in  wind  or  water  erosion  of 
s  Is,  cither  on  or  off  the  site? 

f.  Changes  in  deposition  or  erosion  of  beach 
s  ids,  or  changes  in  siltadon,  deposidon  or 

c  sion  which  may  modify  the  channel  of  a 
^  n-  or  stream  or  the  bed  of  the  ocean  or  any 
I inlet  or  lake? 

5.  Exposure  of  people  or  property  to  geologic 
h  ards  such  as  earthquakes,  landslides, 
n  dslides,  ground  failure,  or  similar  hazards? 
!.  Air.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 
.  Substantial  air  emissions  or  deterioradon 

0  mbient  air  quality? 

.  The  Creadon  of  objectionable  odors? 

.  Alteradon  of  air  movement,  moisture  or 
te  perature,  or  any  change  in  climate,  either 
Icilly  orregionaDy? 

,  Water.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

.  Changes  in  currents,  or  the  course  or 
di  cdon  of  water  movements,  in  either  marine 

01  -esh  waters? 

.  Changes  in  absorpdon  rates,  drainage 
pc  mis  or  the  rate  and  amount  of  surface 
«rar  runoff? 

Alteradons  to  the  course  or  flow  of 
fl(l  waters? 

Change  in  the  amount  of  surface  water  in 
an  water  body? 

Discharge  into  surface  waters,  or  in  any 
all  adon  of  surface  water  quality,  including 
bu  lot  limited  to  temperature,  dissolved  oxygen 
or  rbidity? 

Alteradon  of  the  direction  or  rate  of  flow 
ound  waters? 


MAYBE  NO 
 ^ 

 ^ 
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g.  Change  in  the  quandty  of  ground  waters, 
either  through  direct  additions  or  withdrawals, 
or  through  intercepdon  of  an  aquifer  by  cuts 
or  excavations? 
^    h.  Substantial  reduction  in  the  amount  of  water 
'otherwise  available  for  public  water  supplies? 

L  Exposure  of  people  or  property  to  water 
related  hazards  such  as  flooding  or  tidal  waves? 

4.  Plant  Life.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

a.  Change  in  the  diversity  of  species,  or  number 
of  any  species  of  plants  (including  trees,  shrubs, 
grass,  crops,  and  aquatic  plants)? 

b.  Reduction  of  the  numbers  of  any  unique, 
rare  or  endangered  species  of  plants? 

c.  Introduction  of  new  species  of  plants  into  an 
area,  or  in  a  barrier  to  the  normal  replenishment 
of  existing  species? 

d.  Reduction  in  acreage  of  any  agricultural 
crop? 

5.  Animal  Life.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

a.  Change  in  the  diversity  of  species,  or 
numbers  of  any  species  of  animals  (birds,  land 
animals  including  reptiles,  fish  and  shellfish, 
benthic  organisms  or  insects)? 

b.  Reduction  of  the  numbers  of  any  uiuque,  rare 
or  endangered  species  of  animals? 

c.  Introduction  of  new  species  of  aniinals  into 
an  area,  or  result  in  a  barrier  to  the  migration  or 

movement  of  animal's? 

d.  Deterioradon  to  existing  fish  or  wildlife 
habitat? 

6.  Noise.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

a.  Increases  in  existing  noise  levels? 

b.  Exposure  of  people  to  severe  noise  levels? 

7.  Light  and  Glare.  Will  the  proposal  produce 
new  light  or  glare? 

8.  Land  Use.  Will  the  proposal  result  in  a 
substantial  alteration  of  the  present  or  planned 
land  use  of  an  area? 

9.  Natural  Resources.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

a.  Increase  in  the  rate  of  use  of  any  natural 
resources? 

b.  Substantial  depletion  of  any  nonrenewable 
natural  resource? 

10.  Risk  of  Upset  Will  the  proposal  involve: 

a.  A  risk  of  an  explosion  or  the  release  of 
hazardous  substances  (including,  but  not  limited 
to,  oil,  pesticides,  chemicals  or  radiation)  in  the 
event  of  an  accident  or  upset  conditions? 

b.  Possible  interference  with  an  emergency 
response  plan  or  an  emergency  evacuation  plan?  . 

1 1 .  Population.  Will  the  proposal  alter  the 
location,  distribution,  density,  or  growth  rate 
of  the  human  population  of  an  area? 

12.  Housing.  Will  the  proposal  affect  existing 
housing,  or  create  a  demand  for  additional 
housing? 


YES  MAYBE  NO 
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1.  Transportation/Grcalation.  \^  the 
oosal  result  in: 

lOeoeiation  of  substantial  additional 
kular  movement? 

Effects  on  existing  paiidng  facilities,  or 
and  for  new  paridng? 
cSubstantial  impact  upon  existing 
■xntation  systems? 

Alliterations  to  present  patterns  of  circulation 
givement  of  people  and/or  goods? 
a\lteradons  to  waterbome,  rail  or  air  tra£5c7 
Cacrease  in  traffic  hazards  to  motor 
kics,  bicyclists  or  pedestrians? 
1  Public  Services.  Will  the  proposal  have  an 
b  upon,  or  result  in  a  need  for  new  or  altered 
•mmental  services  in  any  of  the  following  areas: 
I'lre  protection? 
b'olice  protection? 
cchools? 

d  "azks  or  other  recreational  facilities? 
t/laintenance  of  public  facilities,  including 


L>ther  governmental  services? 

I.  Energy.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 

lTsc  of  substantial  amounts  of  fuel  or  energy? 

h.  ubstantial  increase  in  demand  upon  existing 

B  s  of  energy,  or  require  the  development  of 

w  }urces  of  energy? 

Ii  Utilities.  Will  the  proposal  result  in  a  need 
-  r  V  systems,  or  substantial  alterations  to 
:  I  lowing  utilities: 

iower  or  natural  gas? 
.'ommunications  systems? 
^ater? 

i  ewer  or  sepdc  tanks? 
c  \orm  water  drainage? 
t  )lid  waste  and  disposal? 
r  Human  Health.  Will  the  proposal  result  in: 
Lieadon  of  any  health  hazard  or  potential 
il  hazard  (excluding  mental  health)? 
b.xposurB  of  people  to  potential  health 

E3S? 

llAesthedcs.  Will  the  proposal  result  in  the 
it:ticn  of  any  scenic  vista  or  view  open  to 
i|  )Iic,  or  will  the  proposal  result  in  the 
I  n  of  an  aesthedcally  offensive  site  open 
pi  ic  view? 

li^ecreadon.  Will  the  proposal  result  in  an 
p  upon  the  quality  or  quantity  of  existing 
n  ional  opportunities? 
21  Cultural  Resources. 

L  111  the  proposal  result  in  the  alteration  of 
ik  lestiuction  of  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
b  logical  site? 

)■  111  the  proposal  result  in  adverse  physical 
K  letic  effects  to  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
k  g,  structure,  or  object? 

•  3es  the  proposal  have  the  potential  to 

*  physical  change  which  would  affect 
V  ethnic  cultural  values? 

*«  11  the  proposal  restrict  existing  religious 
^  ^  uses  within  the  potential  impact  area? 
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21.  Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance. 

a.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish 
or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below  self  sustaining 
levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal 
coomuiniQr,  reduce  die  nmnber  or  restrict  the  range 
of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 
CaJifomia  history  or  prehistory? 

b.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
shoit-teim,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-tenn, 
environmental  goals?  (A  short-term  impact  on 
the  environment  is  one  which  occurs  in  a  relatively 
briefs  definitive  period  of  time  while  long-term 
impacts  wUI  endure  well  into  the  futnre.) 

c  Does  the  project  have  impacts  which  are 
individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(A  project  may  impact  on  two  or  more  separate 
resources  where  the  impact  on  each  resource  is 
relatively  small,  but  where  the  e^ct  of  the  total  of 
those  impacts  on  the  environment  is  significant)   

d.  Does  the  project  have  environmental  effects 
which  will  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 
human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly? 

m.    DISCUSSION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION 

IV.  DETERMINATION 

(To  be  completed  by  the  Lead  Agency) 

On  the  basis  of  this  initial  evaluation: 

^  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be 
prepared. 

□  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment,  there  will  not  be  a  significant  effect  in 
this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures  described  on  an  attached 
sheet  have  been  added  to  die  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARA- 
TION WILL  BE  PREPARED. 

□  I  find  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  dgnificant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAt/^MP ACT  REPORT  j 


 K. 


Date- 


(Signature) 


For  ■ 


Nons:  This  is  only  a  suggested  fonn.  Public  agencies  are  free  to  devise  their  own 
format  for  initial  studies.) 

Nom  Authority  cited:  Sections  21083  and  21087,  Public  Resouices  Code.  Refer- 
ence: Secuoos  21000-21176,  Public  Resourees  Code. 

History 

1.  New  Appendix  I  filed  10-8-76;  effective  ihiitieth  day  thereafter  (Register  76, 
No.  41). 

NoiE:  Order  designated  that  compliance  with  this  appendix  is  authocized  but  not 
mandatory  before  1-1-77. 

2.  Amendmem  filed  2-2-78;  effective  thirtieth  day  thereafter  (Register  78,  No. 
5). 

3.  Amendment  of  Section  n  filed  5-8-80;  effective  thiitieth  day  thereafter  (Regis- 
ter 80,  No.  19). 
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